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ABSTRACT
This study interrogates a number of issues in the knowledge field of destination 
image. In particular, conventional practices of deconstructing destination image are 
challenged, and the tourist-centric focus of previous literature is also questioned in its 
neglect of the resident population as one of the core stakeholder groups at the 
destination.
Thus, this study attempts to investigate destination image from a fresh 
perspective. London is chosen as the researched location where mental perceptions of 
international tourists and local residents of the city as a leisure destination are 
examined. Although London has well-communicated images on the global stage, 
subtle differences between the two populations are identified.
The inquiry of destination image as a subjective topic is emphasised in this study. 
This represents the challenge to duly reflect the perceptions of the researched 
populations. Therefore, this study implements a mixed-method research strategy with 
the use of Q-sort as a tool for advancing the development of image scales. The results 
help to strengthen the validity and reliability of the questionnaire survey in second 
phase of the research.
I V
In terms of data analysis, factor analysis is employed in this study to identify the 
underlying dimensions of London’s destination image. One-Way Analysis of Variance 
(ANDVA) is also used to compare the significance of the results among 
social-demographic sub-groups. Moreover, Independent Samples t-Test is conducted 
to detect whether significant image differences exist among the tourists and the 
residents.
The findings to issues raised by the study can be grouped into three. First, in 
methodological terms, the study demonstrates a manageable technique that is able to 
reflect the subjectivity of research respondents in relating to destination image. 
Secondly, the findings identify subtle yet important similarities and differences 
between the images of the destination held by international tourists and local residents. 
Thirdly, the study points out the significance that destination image has for people’s 
support for tourism.
Keywords: Tourists, Residents; Host-Guest; Destination Image; Perception; 
Destination Marketing; Destination Management
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CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION
It has been more than 40 years since destination image was first investigated 
within academia (Schneider & Sonmez, 1999; Stepchenkova & Mills, 2010). The 
topic of destination image has since triggered an explosive growth of academic 
attention as evidenced by the nearly 14,000 scholarly literature evolved on Google 
Scholar. Originated from the concept of product image (Echtner & Ritchie, 1991), 
destination image is considered to be influential on directing tourism demand.
In particular, tourists cannot portray exact appraisal of a destination prior to 
arrival (Govers & Go, 2003; Z. Liu, 2000). Such intangibility concludes the 
importance of destination image being crucial references for tourists. Therefore, it is 
argued that positive images of a destination stimulate tourist visitation (Echtner & 
Ritchie, 1991; Fakeye & Crompton, 1991; Sirakaya, Sonmez, & Choi, 2001).
Destination management organisations, hence, invest heavily in portraying their 
destinations as the most desirable place to visit (Mossberg & Kleppe, 2005). Their 
success is defined by evoking positive mental images and perceived experiences by 
the name of the destinations (Crockett & Wood, 2004; Hudson, 2008). Their goal is 
to embed favourable cognitive, affective and conative mental perceptions of the 
destinations to their targeted market segments (Gartner, 1993). This is aimed at
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triggering people’s awareness and intention of visitation (MacKay & Fesenmaier, 
1997). If the sum total of their potential tourists’ mental images of their destinations 
triumphs over other destinations, visitation will be materialised. Therefore, it is 
summarised that destination image is an important topic in tourism studies.
Although the significance of destination image has generated a prolific amount 
of scholarly work, destination image studies are often criticised as atheoretical and 
incomparable (Cai, 2002; Li, 2011). As a result, this study principally endeavours to 
advance our understanding of destination image. It centres on questioning the dogma 
of this knowledge field by challenging some of the conventional practices. Its 
findings are profound and thought provoking.
1.1 Rationale
The knowledge field of destination image has evolved as an established 
research area since the 1970’s. The proliferation of literature not only reflects its 
significance, it also compounds with the nature that every destination is unique. 
Consequently, researchers have to replicate research work in order to examine 
different destinations. Thus, there is a rich amount of previous work on destination 
image for review. Three areas of inadequacies from past literature are identified in 
this study for investigation.
1.1.1 The Methods for Destination Image Research
The term "destination image" doesn't have a standard definition. This is because 
the term unavoidably inherits the vague meanings of both “destination” and “image”. 
A destination embraces a broad range of interdependent elements for the production 
of tourism experience. Its mix and range of elements are not essentially constrained 
by the geographical or administrative boundary of a destination. As a result, “the 
destination” in destination studies is habitually mapped by the perspectives of 
researchers (Douglas & Douglas, 2004).
On the other hand, “the image” as mental perceptions in destination image 
studies is based on abstract beliefs and cannot be directly observed after all. 
Especially, image is not an imitation of reality (Nancy & Fort, 2005). The image of a 
destination represents the perception of reality. It is, therefore, necessary to be 
critical of whose version of perceived reality a particular destination image study is 
measuring.
This highlights the great danger of a priori influence in all destination image 
research. The reason is that a researcher’s perceptions on the constitution of a 
destination and its image can unintentionally be involved as research bias. Hence, 
this study aims to introduce a technique for creating an a posterior environment to
the researcher. The adopted research method improves the reliability, validity and 
representativeness of the data (Serlin, 1987). It also challenges the dogma of what 
elements constitute the image of a destination.
1.1.2 The Subj ects of Destination Image Research
Destination image studies have long been regarded as a marketing oriented 
topic with an emphasis on tourists. This is in line with the customary attention in the 
scholarship of destination marketing where its supply side is comparatively an 
under-researched area (Prideaux & Cooper, 2003). Yet, the stakeholder networks in 
the tourism system are far more complicated than the production of products and 
services (Laesser & Beritelli, 2013). Destination marketing involves stereotyping a 
named place which is also the home location to local residents (Zouganeli, Trihas, 
Antonaki, & Kladou, 2012). However, the roles and perceptions of resident 
population seem to have been neglected by the dominant tourist-centric perspective 
of destination image studies for four decades.
International tourist arrivals to the UK, for example, have grown from 6.7 
millions in 1970 to over 31 millions in 2012 ("Overall Arrivals and Receipts Data," 
2013). This signifies the ever rising impacts of mass tourism on the lives in 
destination areas. The conventional focus of destination image studies on tourists
apparently fails to address the resident population as being a core stakeholder group. 
In particular, residents are constituents and tax payers of a destination. Their public 
opinion towards tourism initiatives cannot be underestimated. Therefore, the 
inclusion of resident population in this study aims to address the host-guest context 
of tourism destination image research.
1.1.3 The Implications of Destination Image Research
Past studies have produced a rich amount of literature which contributes to 
significant progress in advancing the understanding of destination image (Tasci, 
2003). However, many destination image studies tend to only discern images of the 
researched destinations. Although being descriptive may well serve the purposes of 
those studies, their inquiries arguably generate limited conceptual and theoretical 
contribution to advance the concept and knowledge of destination image. They 
appear to be merely replica of research in different locations.
As a result, this study is tasked to demonstrate the relevance of researching 
destination image. It is argued that this knowledge field is not constrained by its 
product marketing origin. The field of destination image is contextualised here as 
tourism research which shows implications for various stakeholder groups and the 
sustainable development of the destination. In other words, this study takes a
destination management perspective to justify the significance of maintaining 
favourable images of a destination.
1.2 Research Questions and Objectives
The study aims to advocate a strategic evaluation of destination image. Instead 
of investigating tourists’ mental perceptions of a destination from a conventional 
practice, it principally spotlights on the establishment of theoretical propositions of 
researching destination image. This study investigates the people who reside in 
London and the people who temporarily visit London. It means that the study 
proposes the inclusion of both tourists and residents as the two key stakeholder 
groups in destination image studies. The research questions of this study can be 
stated as follows:
1. What are the destinations images of London from the perspective of 
international tourists and local residents?
2. What are the differences and similarities of their destination images of 
London?
From the background and research questions stated, the following six research 
objectives summarise the pursuit of this study:
- To address the issue of a priori bias in destination image research
- To explore the components of the images of London as a leisure destination
To investigate how tourists and residents evaluate the performance and 
importance of destination image attributes
- To delineate the factors that form the core of London’s destination images
- To discuss the implications of congruent or dissonant destination images
between tourists and residents
- To identify the relationship of people’s destination image of London and
their level of support towards tourism initiatives
1.3 Thesis Structure
This thesis encompasses eight chapters that cover the inquiry of London’s 
destination images. After introducing the background of this study in Chapter 1, 
three chapters of literature review are devoted to illustrating the conceptual bearings 
of this study. Chapter 2 begins with exploring destination as a fundamental element 
of the tourism system. The constitution of a destination is further discussed, which 
the discussion unfolds into the management and marketing of a destination.
Chapter 3 provides a thorough debate on image as mental perceptions. The 
mental journey from sensation to perceptions gives an introduction of how image is
fabricated in our minds as an intangible concept. It is followed by discovering the 
subtle relationship between people, image and reality. In particular, the chapter 
moves on to address image being used as a tool to stereotype named places. This 
lays the foundation for an understanding of destination image. Once the definition of 
destination image is delimited, the chapter encapsulates its formation, components 
and measurement. It is then concluded by reviewing various issues of destination 
image in today’s contemporary mass tourism.
Chapter 4 sets out an emphasis on people. It establishes the conceptual 
relationship of people and places in the context of tourism. Here, a critique of the 
identities of tourists and residents is given. The discussions scrutinise their 
typologies and roles at the destination. Furthermore, it is summarised that different 
stakeholders portray dissimilar and fragmental gazes in the public realm of a 
destination. This brings to a stirring probe into the authenticity issues of destination 
image, and consequently, the tourism bubbles.
In order to get into the depth of the philosophical underpinnings of this study. 
Chapter 5 first entails a debate on the academic view of knowledge and research 
paradigms. It demonstrates the clashes between philosophical stances, whilst it also 
points out that perspectives on philosophy can be a fluid concept. This leads to the
introduction to pragmatism and mixed-method research as the chosen philosophical 
stance. The discussions then expand to the researched location and subjects of this 
study. Then, the inquiry of destination image as a subjective topic is further 
elaborated, which stages the use of Q-sort and questionnaires as the selected 
research tools here. The data set and data quality of this study are also outlined 
accordingly.
Subsequently, the findings of this study are reported in Chapter 6. The 
demographic profiles of the tourist and resident respondents first give a background 
understanding of the researched subjects. Their views on the cognitive, affective and 
conative image components of London’s destination images are then reported. This 
is followed by analyzing their answers to action questions, as well as the naming of 
London’s primary competitors as a leisure destination. Also, the analyses are 
extended to the comparisons between and within the populations and the sub-groups 
of tourist and resident respondents.
In Chapter 7, the implications of the findings of this study are discussed and 
interpreted. The congruence and dissonance of London’s destination image are first 
reported. The discussions examine the ways tourist and resident respondents 
perceive London as a leisure destination. Especially, the findings challenge the
myths of those phantom attributes that are enlisted in past literature. Profound 
suggestions are made for re-thinking the measurement of destination image. Last but 
not least, the advocacy of residents being a core stakeholder group at the 
destinations is also discussed.
The final chapter recapitulates the “what”, the “how” and the “who” of this 
study. It revisits the key findings and research contribution of this study. A reflection 
on the limitations in here is also acknowledged, and thus, identifies directions for 
future research. The thesis is brought to a close with the epilogue, in which the 
conceptualisation of the perceptions of destination image and the destination is 
provided. This is concluded by the reminder that a destination is where people with 
residency and patronage respectively contest for the use and meanings of the spaces. 
Such contest puts in mind the significance of understanding the perceptions of both 
populations as advocated in this study.
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CHAPTER 2 LITERATURE REVIEW -  DESTINATION MANAGEMENT AND 
MARKETING
Before moving into reviewing the literature of destination image, an 
introduction to the general concept of destination and the background of destination 
management and marketing need to be provided. This chapter therefore seeks to 
provide an overview of the complex structure of a destination and its implications in 
relation to the unique challenges of managing a destination.
This chapter first visits the origin of the tourist destination as a social 
phenomenon. After introducing its historical background, the chapter also aims to 
explore the core position of the destination in tourism studies. Hudson (2008) 
stresses that it is important to understand what is meant by "destination" in tourism 
in order to understand the principles of destination marketing. The chapter moves on 
to scrutinise the definition of the destination by unveiling the vague boundaries of 
the scope and format of different destinations.
By reviewing types of destinations, the chapter contributes to an understanding
of the mix of interdependent elements that form a destination. The distribution of the
destination mix is discussed to investigate the spatial structure of the destination.
Because of fragmentation of ownership in the destination mix, this creates
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challenges in coordinating the separate but interdependent elements. The discussion 
emphasizes the importance of managing the destination.
Subsequently, the definition and essence of destination management are 
presented in order to explore the role of governmental tourism offices in tourism 
management and marketing. Particular attention is given to highlight the influence 
of the local community in the operation and survival of destination management 
organisations. Having understood destination marketing as a crucial part of 
destination management, a review of the challenges in destination marketing 
illustrates the significance of destination brand. In addition, the relationship between 
destination brand and destination image is examined to set the background for the 
next chapter.
2.1 Historical Background of the Destination
The “destination” is a fundamental concept and by-product of tourism activities. 
Its existence is the result of a person visiting a non-home environment (Towner & 
Wall, 1991). As a result, the tourism destination did not become a phenomenon until 
human civilization evolved into a tribal setting in a fixed home location. In addition, 
social development needed to reach a level that some people had been freed from 
daily production (Towner, 1995), whilst technology development also allowed
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certain distance of mobility (Mill & Morrison, 2006). Some scholars suggest that the 
development of money and trade, and the discovery of the wheel by Sumerians in 
4,000B.C. marked the beginning of tourism activities (Goeldner & Ritchie, 2009).
Human beings have a strong desire to travel out of their home environment for 
an array of different activities, such as leisure, commerce, education, religion, 
medical treatment, or family purposes (Goeldner & Ritchie, 2009). From the ancient 
trade routes of the Silk Road, to the Grand Tour in the seventeenth and eighteenth 
centuries, or the mass tourism after the introduction of the wide-bodied aircraft, 
human beings have always travelled to an increasing number of destinations. Casson 
(1994) points out that ancient tourists already had the habit of leaving markings such 
as graffiti at destinations or bringing souvenirs back home as an evidence of their 
journey. Her work on ancient tourism also finds the oldest preserved guidebook in 
the world, providing destination information about Greece by Pausanias between 
160 A.D. and 180 A.D. (Casson, 1994). The discovery of ancient destination 
guidebooks and the behaviour of ancient tourists at destinations echo the argument 
that the destination has long been regarded as a centre of tourism activities.
2.2 The Destination in Tourism Studies
The destination is a core part of the tourism system, since it is the home of
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numerous tourism businesses and the location where tourists spend most of their 
holiday time (Leiper, 1979; Pike, 2004). Leiper (1979) points out that the destination 
is the location where the most significant aspects of tourism occur. It is impossible 
to understand how tourism works without learning about “the place” in the tourism 
system, and therefore, destination has been the focus of many tourism studies. As a 
result, the emphasis on spatial relationships placed tourism with the context of 
geography as early as the 1930’s (D. G. Pearce, 1979).
McMurry’s (1930) article on the use of land for recreation is a typical example
showing the early mainstream academic focus on the destination in the context of
geography. Economic growth after 1945 and further development of transportation
encouraged the development of the tourism industry in the second half of the
twentieth century. The phenomenon of mass tourism intensified the various positive
and negative impacts of tourism activities (Diedrich & Garcia-Buades, 2009),
provoking scholars to bring different disciplinary perspectives to study tourism
(Dredge, 1999). For example, in the area of destination studies, Plog (1974, 2001)
proposes a groundbreaking use of travellers’ psychological profile to interpret the
rise and fall of destinations and Butler (1980) advances the concept by suggesting a
lifecycle model of the destination. Subsequently, other scholars have visited an
extended range of studies attempting to understand the complex system of
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destinations, making the destination one of the most frequently used concepts in 
tourism studies (Framke, 2002; P. W. Williams, Stewart, & Larsen, 2012).
2.3 Defining Destination
Destination is very difficult to define due to its ambiguous nature. People of 
different backgrounds have attempted to apply their own interpretations which often 
have little commonality. The term “destination” could have completely distinct 
representation to litterateurs and tourism researchers. While administrators tend to 
suggest strict boundaries for effective governance, marketers have a relatively more 
creative view about the precincts of destinations.
Although the dictionary definition of destination is the intended end of a 
journey (Weiner & Simpson, 1990b), tourism scholars usually take a broader 
approach to define destinations (Douglas & Douglas, 2004). Buhalis (2000) 
describes the destination as an amalgam of tourism products, offering an integrated 
experience to consumers. Kelly and Nankervis’s (2001) work on the visitor 
destination suggests that the term “destination” refers to the area in which visitors
conduct their leisure or business activities. Douglas and Douglas (2004) argue that
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the application of the term “destination” in tourism marketing may vary according to 
marketing strategies and needs. Researchers of destination studies ordinarily pose
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their own perspectives to determine the geographic boundary that maps the physical 
location of a destination (Douglas & Douglas, 2004), although in tourism marketing 
and studies, the concept of the actual spatial boundary is subordinate to the actual 
situation of where tourism happens.
2.4 Destination Mix
A destination consists of a mix of interdependent elements which attract 
tourists and satisfy their needs on arrival (Fabricius & Carter, 2007; Laesser & 
Beritelli, 2013). Mill and Morrison (2006) stress that favourable tourism experiences 
rely on the smooth interplay of all elements, namely attractions, facilities, 
infrastructure, transportation and hospitality. Fabricius and Carter (2007) emphasize 
that tourists are affected by many services and experiences including a range of 
public services, private products and community interactions and hospitality.
It is because visitation is an integrated chain of activities consuming a 
complementary mix of the elements (Vellas & Becherel, 1999), a failing link in the 
delivery process would collaterally damage the impression of the overall experience 
at the destination. Since tourists consume places, resources and assets in both public 
and private ownership (J. Elliott, 1997), Fabricius and Carter (2007) point out the 
need for a unique coordination to maximise value for tourists while balancing local
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benefits and sustainability.
The challenges arising from the composition of the destination mix are not only 
limited to the need for coordination. They also pose issues to academia about how 
researchers should undertake analysis and measurement in destination studies 
(Echtner & Ritchie, 1991, 1993; Tasci, 2007). For example, despite the 
complementary nature of the elements in the tourism system which create the need 
to understand the destination as a whole, a review of image studies on the 
destination finds that researchers often break up the elements of a destination into a 
list of factors for analysis (Pike, 2002). This results in the destination being 
elaborated in a segmental format which obviously limits the comparability of such 
studies.
As McKercher (1999) suggests, the destination is like the shape of a wetland. 
Identifying all the living species and explaining their biological process do not help 
explain how the eco system works, so researchers cannot understand how the 
tourism system works by reducing the destination into components. It is argued that 
research on destinations need to have a macro-level perspective. Unless the study 
has a specific focus, micro-analysing fails to reflect the unique mix of a destination 
and weakens the implications of research findings.
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2.5 The Spatial Concept of Destination
D. G. Pearce (1989) points out that tourism in most cases does not develop 
from empty spaces, as the destination is usually developed in a host community. R. 
A. Smith (1992) indicates in his work on beach resort development that the local 
community is the provider of hospitality and tourism services but is often displaced 
by the expansion of tourism (Diedrich & Garcia-Buades, 2009; V. L. Smith, 1980). 
Therefore, it should not be forgotten that a destination not only contains elements 
which are directly associated with tourism. A destination also includes fixtures and 
spaces that are occupied by the local community that may have little or no 
association with tourism.
V. L. Smith (1980) raises the spatial concept of a destination from an 
anthropological and urban planning perspective, where she suggests a tri-layer of 
destination zoning, namely Core (attractions and visitor facilities). Direct Support 
Zone (hinterland and sub-centre tourism dependent neighbourhood) and Indirect 
Support Zone (outer areas). This spatial concept of the destination is carried forward 
by Gunn (1988) who first uses the term “nucleus” for attraction to avoid the surface 
understanding of attraction being a sight or point of interest. Leiper (1990) applies 
the term in his well cited model of the tourism attraction system to explain how
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tourists are attracted to a place. In view of the sometime confusing and ambiguous 
delimitation of destination and the situation of destination in a destination region 
(Dredge, 1999), Gunn (2002) further uses the term “node” to refer to a cluster of 
attractions and services which together form a local “sub-destination”.
Although these nuclei, nodes and zonings provide fundamental notions for 
spatial planning, tourist movements in reality are never confined to “the tourist area” 
only. Tourist movements are the spatial changes of activity locations of tourists (Lau 
& McKercher, 2006). There is a certain level of overlapping between the activity 
locations where tourists exist and places that local residents occupy. This is 
supported by Lew and McKercher’s (2006) model of tourist movement patterns and 
further confirmed by Lau and McKercher’s (2006) use of a geographic information 
system for tracking tourist movement.
On the other hand, Framke (2002) indicates that different actors in a destination 
use the same physical spaces differently. Lau and McKercher (2006) also offer a 
reminder that tourists of different types show different movement patterns. 
Therefore, different actors in a destination not only use the “common” physical 
spaces differently, but they also explore different uncommon spaces. Such 
segmentations are characterised by a number of factors such as the tourists’ value.
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personality, culture, socio-demographic background, visiting history, trip purpose or 
familiarity with a destination (Gountas & Gountas, 2001; Lau & McKercher, 2006; 
D. Wang, 2004; Zillinger, 2008). As a result, it is necessary for researchers of 
destination studies to clarify whether their research subjects are referring to the same 
spatial location as the research destination. In addition, the profile of the research 
subjects must be clearly stated to avoid the misapplication of results.
2.6 Destination Management
Tourism is an extremely competitive industry (Fabricius & Carter, 2007). Its 
contribution to employment and revenue gives rise to attention from communities 
and governments (Bushell, Prosser, Faulkner, & Jafari, 2001; Eligh, Welford, & 
Ytterhus, 2002). For economic reasons, destinations around the world are vying with 
each other for tourism arrivals and receipts. Bomhorst, Ritchie and Sheehan (2009) 
particularly highlight the pervasive attempts of destinations in substituting each 
other in the market. The ever intensifying competition requires destinations to 
maintain competitive advantage by effectively coordinating all elements at the 
destination to provide tourists with a seamless tourism experience. Destination 
management is therefore necessary for ensuring long term success and 
competitiveness of a destination (C.-M. Chen, Chen, & Lee, 2010).
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2.6.1 Defining Destination Management
The World Tourism Organization defines destination management as the 
coordinated management of all the elements that make up a destination (Fabricius & 
Carter, 2007). It covers a list of topics spanning from managing planning and 
policy-making, managing development and the destination life cycle, managing 
tourism impact, to managing tourism marketing (Dwyer & Forsyth, 2006; Sainaghi,
2006). Carlsen (2000) acknowledges that tourism destination management is an 
increasingly competitive and complex business. As Fabricius and Carter (2007) 
further explain, destination management is a strategic approach to harmonize much 
separated entities, inasmuch as a destination consists of elements that are controlled 
by different stakeholders which sometimes have very different agendas (Pike, 2004).
According to the World Tourism Organization (Fabricius & Carter, 2007), the 
objectives of managing a destination are: establishing a competitive edge, ensuring 
tourism sustainability, spreading the benefits of tourism, improving tourism yield 
and building a strong and vibrant brand identity. The essence of the concept of 
destination management is to promote sustainable tourism development through 
maximizing the benefits of tourism by marketing and operational success while 
monitoring the environmental, socio-economic and cultural impacts caused by
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tourism activities (Zouganeli et al., 2012). In view of the importance and 
complicated nature of managing tourism, many countries establish a dedicated 
governmental division or quasi-govemmental agency to coordinate, manage and 
promote tourism development.
2.6.2 Destination Management Organisation
The concept of a governmental destination management organisation at national 
level was sparked off in New Zealand which opened the world’s first national 
tourism office in 1901 (Pike, 2004). This practice was soon adopted in Europe with 
the establishment of 30 European national tourism offices by 1919 (Pike, 2004). 
Today, the World Tourism Organization registers official representation from over 
161 states worldwide ("World Tourism Organization (UNWTO)," 2009).
There are many different terms used for destination management organisations, 
largely depending on the organisation’s mandated functional areas and geographical 
territories (Fabricius & Carter, 2007; Getz, Anderson, & Sheehan, 1998). These 
government agencies had a basic origin in marketing. The growth of tourism and its 
effects on the destination has broadened the role of these organisations to encompass 
a wider range of relationships between them and their destinations (Owen, 1992). As 
such they have moved from being destination marketing to destination management
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bodies. Choy (1993) references past studies that call for an expanded role of 
government in tourism. Gretzel, Fesenmaier, Forice, and O’Leary (2006) recognise 
that the rising importance of tourism creates a dramatic increase in the complexity of 
responsibilities of many tourism offices.
As a result, the original role of the tourism office as a destination marketing 
organisation has evolved over the past two decades into a destination management 
organisation. Such organisation is now in a position to respond to both tourists and 
local communities as its list of stakeholders (Gretzel et al., 2006; Presenza, Del 
Chiappa, & Sheehan, 2013; Sheehan & Ritchie, 2005). In particular, the 
empowerment of local communities has raised strong internal pressures for 
destination management organisations (Presenza et al., 2013; Vellas & Becherel, 
1999).
Pike (2004) and Mak (2008) especially show extreme examples of destination 
management organisations that were forced to close or file for bankruptcy due to 
voters refusing to fund their tourism offices. Yet, Sheehan and Ritchie (2005) 
identify that residents and governments value the work of destination management 
organisations. It is, however, also acknowledged that they pose a high threat level to 
the operation and survival of destination management organisations.
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Mak (2008) particularly points out that spending public money to promote 
tourism is not always favourable among voters. The high reliance on government 
funding leaves many destination management organisations at the mercy of 
politicians (Pike, 2004). Notwithstanding the fact that some destination management 
organisations receive membership fees or tourism related taxes as sources of funding 
(Getz et al., 1998), government funding is the major source of revenue for 
destination tourism organisations (Choy, 1993).
The funding debate is partly underpinned by the argument of whether public 
money should be used in subsidising the promotion of tourism under free market 
mechanisms (Bennett, 1999; Mak, 2008; A. Palmer & Bejou, 1995). The 
fundamental issue of such an argument is the challenge to draw a clear line 
identifying which entities benefit from tourism, or even to give a precise definition 
of what is included in “the tourism industry” (Leiper, 2008). Unlike most other 
industries that export products or services overseas, the production and consumption 
of tourism activities occur simultaneously at the destination. As a result, the tourism 
receipts spread out to many sectors of the local community (Goeldner & Ritchie, 
2009). It is virtually impossible to exclude non-contributing businesses who may 
benefit from a productive campaign paid for contributing businesses (A. Palmer & 
Bejou, 1995).
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In addition, suppliers of tourism services are usually small and medium 
enterprises which cannot match the marketing muscle and expertise of multinational 
or national firms (Heller & Ahmed, 1997). These tourism service providers 
nevertheless need to market their services to distant markets and achieve 
coordination with a cluster of entities (Bennett, 1999; Prideaux & Cooper, 2003). 
This has led to the call for involvement of government and government agencies in 
marketing tourism.
Considering the increasing demand for demonstrating accountability of 
destination management organisations to justify their value for public funding, it is 
important to identify the measures of success (Gretzel et al., 2006). Bomhorst, 
Ritchie and Sheehan’s (2009) research on performance measurement of destination 
management organisations finds that although many such organisations are now 
responsible for a list of duties spanning from planning and development to 
regulation, the principal function of all destination management organisations 
remains to undertake marketing activities for attracting tourists to their destinations 
(Sheehan & Ritchie, 2005). Therefore, success in destination marketing is the 
critical quality to define the contribution of a destination management organisation.
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2.6.3 Destination Marketing and the Challenges
Marketing is the activity, set of institutions and processes for creating, 
communicating, delivering and exchanging offerings that have value for customers, 
clients, partners and society at large (Lotti & Lehmann, 2009). Thus the marketers’ 
role is to identify the needs and wants of potential customers, and to develop 
products, services and segmentation strategies to compete for their spending. Vellas 
and Becherel (1999) suggest that such a role in destination marketing requires 
special skills, as it is selling the delivery of an intangible experience in reality which 
tourists cannot evaluate until arriving in the destination (Litvin & Ng, 2001; Vellas 
& Becherel, 1999).
Marketing destinations is also challenging because of the variety of 
stakeholders involved in the development and production of tourism products 
(Buhalis, 2000; Laesser & Beritelli, 2013). Fragmented ownership results in both 
the marketers and stakeholders having little control over the marketing of tourism 
products (Baker & Cameron, 2008). Furthermore, managing conflicting interests 
sought by internal principals and stakeholders makes controlling and marketing 
destinations as a whole extremely challenging (Buhalis, 2000). However, past 
studies show that successful implementation of private and public sector cooperation
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in destination marketing has a positive influence on the overall rate of growth of the 
destination (Prideaux & Cooper, 2003; Vellas & Becherel, 1999). Therefore, it is 
essential for destination marketers to acknowledge internal marketing and 
relationships within the destination.
Besides smoothing internal barriers, destination marketers also need to confront 
external shocks over which they have very limited or no control (Bennett, 1999). 
Beirman (2003) reminds us that tourism is vulnerable to sudden changes in market 
perceptions. Destination marketing campaigns in particular are subject to local, 
regional or global adverse disruptions such as catastrophe, natural disaster, epidemic, 
travel advisory notes, terrorism and war (Machado, 2012; Pike, 2004; Ryu, Bordelon, 
& Pearlman, 2012). As Vellas and Becherel (1999) comment tourism is in a rather 
defensive stance to react to external shocks, these uncontrollable factors are the bane 
of the destination marketers’ life.
On the other hand, even though new technology weakens the necessity for 
intermediaries in the distribution or marketing channels of tourism products (Leung, 
Law, van Hoof, & Buhalis, 2013; Youcheng Wang, Yu, & Fesenmaier, 2002), 
marketers still rely on the network of intermediaries such as travel agents and the 
media to approach and communicate with potential tourists (Bonnett, 1982; Milo &
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Yoder, 1991). Whereas the intermediaries are motivated by short-run, financial 
profitability (Bonnett, 1982), they may not necessarily share the same objectives as 
destination marketers.
In order to counter the deficiencies of internal constraints and external 
uncontrollable variables, destination marketers have often taken an aggressive 
approach to set the tone for their destinations by adopting destination brand 
strategies (G. Lee, Cai, & O'Leary, 2006). Destination marketers could therefore 
have a higher degree of autonomy to design the packaging of their destinations and 
to channel tourist demand to match the development goals of the destination 
(Buhalis, 2000). The long term marketing success of a destination depends on the 
ability of its marketers to develop a strong, clear and appealing brand identity to 
position the destination among other competing destinations (C.-M. Chen et al., 
2010; Gursoy, Baloglu, & Chi, 2009). Branding serves as a communication tool to 
interpret the differentiated offerings of the destination to its potential tourists.
2.6.4 Destination Branding
Branding was initially employed as a means for manufacturers to identify 
themselves as the makers of certain products (Slater, 2004). Conceptualisation of 
branding is first mentioned in Gardner and Levy’s (1955) work where they attempt
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to describe the customers’ association to a brand name. Aaker and Joachimsthaler 
(2000) suggest that different companies are now exercising branding strategies to 
compete in the marketplace. Destination branding has also received increased 
attention over the past two decades and is now the heart of destination marketing 
(C.-F. Chen & Phou, 2013; Hudson, 2008; Pike, 2004). As Morgan and Pritchard 
(2004) emphasize branding is the most powerful marketing weapon available to 
contemporary destination marketers confronted by tourists who are increasingly 
seeking lifestyle fulfilment and experience rather than recognizing differentiation in 
the more tangible elements of a destination.
In contrast to a product brand, destination marketers rarely have the chance to 
create a new brand. The existence of local stakeholders and politics also complicates 
the issue of branding a place (Baker & Cameron, 2008; Fan, 2006). Vellas and 
Becherel (1999) raise an exception in the case of EuroDisney where marketers had 
the opportunity to create a brand for a whole new destination, but after the failed 
launch, the park engaged in a long and expensive re-branding process.
In most cases, marketers of existing destinations have to adapt the inherited 
brand equity and attempt to co-ordinate or update it for a positive and broader 
presentation (Hudson, 2008; N. J. Morgan & Pritchard, 2004; Vellas & Becherel,
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1999). Pike (2004), however, shows drastic branding examples of marketers 
changing the name of some destinations to build up a fantasised or attractive images, 
whereas Vellas and Becherel (1999) also put forward a notion that the destination 
image needs to be deliverable and based on reality.
Destination brand reduces the substitutability of a destination (Hudson, 2008), 
because it carries affective personality that translates beyond the tangible functional 
aspects of a destination. Branding as mood marketing adds the quality to 
differentiate a destination (Vellas & Becherel, 1999), especially when every 
marketer claims their destination as having good weather, authentic culture, friendly 
local people, outstanding cuisine, incredible scenery or distinctive attractions. The 
most successful destination brands must be able to interact with the targeted markets 
and evoke mental images and perceived experiences just by mentioning the name of 
the destinations (Crockett & Wood, 2004; Hudson, 2008). New York, New Zealand 
or Las Vegas are some of the best examples (McCleary, 1987; A. Morgan, 2009; N. 
J. Morgan & Pritchard, 2005).
By portraying the functional offerings and emotional experiences that are 
offered by the destination, destination brand sets a consistent proposition which aims 
to influence tourists’ perceived destination image. The destination image must be
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distinctive from competitors in order to give the destination a competitive edge 
(C.-M. Chen et ah, 2010). For that reason, in order to formulate appropriate 
marketing strategies (Kotler & Gertner, 2004), it is also necessaiy to understand the 
destination image of rival destinations.
2.7 Chapter Summary
This chapter has discussed the destination as a fundamental element of the 
tourism system and introduced the concepts of tourism marketing and management. 
The historical background of the tourist destination as a phenomenon has been 
reviewed in order to explain the social context of tourism in society. The discussions 
have also revealed the shift of academic focus in destination research and its 
emergence as a multi-diseiplinary study.
Different approaches to defining the destination have been presented to raise 
discussions on the vague boundaries of the destination. Examples of modem omise 
ships have exposed challenges to traditional thinking that has geographical borders 
to outline the location of a destination. In view of the ambiguous use of the term, the 
importance of establishing a clear understanding of “destination” for this research 
has been emphasized.
The literature review has considered the complex structure of the destination.
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The clustering of tourism products and services in the formation of the tourism 
experience has been examined. Fragmentation of ownership and control has also 
been elaborated to explain the difficulties in coordinating the destination mix. In 
addition, the chapter has illustrated the spatial concepts of the destination by relating 
the distribution of the destination mix and tourism zonings.
Previous sections of the chapter have consolidated a body of knowledge to 
depict the approaches to harmonising destination development. The review of the 
competitive marketplace in tourism has accentuated the significance of managing 
the destination. The objectives of destination management have been examined to 
identify directions for maintaining the competitive edge of the destination.
The chapter has studied the establishment of governmental tourism offices and 
the evolution of their functional roles. It has also explained the status of tourism 
management organisations and their challenges caused by financial dependency and 
conflicting interests among local groups. Marketing strategies adopted by 
destination marketers for confronting challenges have been scrutinized. The chapter 
has demonstrated that destination brand is now employed by tourism offices to 
influence tourists’ perceived images of the destination. The discussions in the 
chapter have provided a background to further investigate the concept of destination
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image in Chapter 3.
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CHAPTER 3 LITERATURE REVIEW -  DESTINATION IMAGE
The coneept of destination image has been widely studied since the 1970’s 
(Schneider & Sonmez, 1999). However, only superficial references to the 
fundamental concept of “image” can be found in the majority of destination image 
literature. Researchers either merely mention it as background information (S. Wang, 
2003), or simply skip the discourse in their work (McCartney, 2006; Tasei, 2003). 
Yet the fundamental concept of image is the root of the contemporary interpretation 
of destination image. A thorough discussion on “image” is an essential voyage for us 
to appreciate its linkage to the concept of destination image, and to understand the 
challenges in destination image studies. This chapter therefore begins with an 
inquiry into the nature of image.
The multiformity and polysemy of “image” is first reviewed in order to 
highlight the importance of a clear delimitation for this derivative. After delimiting 
“image” as “the mental perceptions of people” in this study, the chapter explores 
human’s constructivist processes of transforming information into perceptions. The 
discussions move on to investigate the vagueness of perceptions and its influence on 
how reality is interpreted. The implications are further scrutinised to discuss the role 
of image in the marketing of products, services, and places.
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This chapter progresses to probe the development of destination image studies 
and the evolving definitions of “the destination image”. The interplay of the various 
constituents in the formation process of destination image reminds us of the 
complexity of the destination. The components of destination image are also 
expounded which reflect the earlier discussions on human’s constructivist processes.
The literature on destination image measurement is subsequently reviewed to 
elaborate the diverse methods employed by previous researchers in measuring 
destination image. Moreover, the impact of visitation on tourists’ perceptions is 
accentuated, calling for attention to tourist’s visitation history besides general 
segmentation issues when conducting destination image research. This chapter 
concludes with questioning the authenticity of a destination’s marketing image 
under commercial pressures. The discussions raise profound questions on its 
implications for local communities.
3.1 The Nature of Image
Understanding the modem perspective of destination image requires insight
into the long and rich lineage of “the image”. The term, “image”, could be
nominally interpreted as any visual picture formed by a mirror or any mental picture
formed in a person’s mind. However, a search for its derivation indicates a variety of
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meanings or forms in different disciplines and contexts with very distinctive 
differences. The Oxford English Dictionary (Weiner & Simpson, 1990c) alone 
carries over a dozen of literal interpretations to describe “image”, ranging from the 
commonplace to the obscure and the highly technical (Forrester, 2000).
“Image” itself is a ubiquitous and polysemous term (Forrester, 2000). It 
conveys many complicated concepts and the term is linguistically popular as a 
metaphor. Image in cinematography signifies the format of motion whilst it implies 
an opposite form as a still image in photography (Hansen, 2004; Wright, 1999). In 
the area of optics, image is information of the environment whereas image in 
computing denotes a copy of the information (Kopparapu & Desai, 2001; Poon & 
Banerjee, 2001). Hansen (2004) even points out that image in the digital world is 
merely a matrix of numbers, a table composed of integers, a grid of cells capable of 
being stored in computer memory, transmitted electronically and interpreted into an 
visual image by a display device or printer.
The multiformity and polysemy of image confounds people’s understanding of 
the term. Therefore, in view of the underlying conceptual distance of “image” across 
disciplines, a clear delimitation is necessary to illustrate the term, "image", and to 
ensure the literature is within the scope of destination image research. Since this
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research is to investigate the perceptions of people about a place as a destination, the 
essence of the work is to explore image as mental prototype (Tapaehai & Waryszak,
2000). “Image” is defined as “the mental perceptions of people” in this research.
3.1.1 Image as a Mental Perception
Mental perception is a product of sensational stimulation caused by 
communicative exchange of information (Haber, 1985). Thus the aesthesia of 
humans is crucial to developing mental perceptions (Forrester, 2000). 
Notwithstanding people tend to associate image with visual stimulation, mental 
perceptions are formed not only by the signals projected onto one’s sights but their 
experience via all senses (Nancy & Fort, 2005).
In semiology or arts, for example, signs or artworks are objects for
interpretation and are not restricted to any form of media (Lorand, 2000). The
medium, such as text and literature, symbol and painting, or sound and music, is
purely a carrier. Kopparapu and Desai (2001) argue that people comprehend useful
information by first abstracting important and stimulating features of an object. The
human brain then interprets those abstractions presented by the carriers into
meaningful perceptions. As a result, in order to identify the composition of an image,
any study on mental perceptions must embrace a thorough scrutiny of stimuli to
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different senses.
3.1.2 From Sensation to Perceptions
Nevertheless, that information would have no meaning without intellectual 
analysis. As Forrester (2000) suggests the ability of comprehension has to be 
accomplished through some sort of constructivist processes mediating sensation and 
perceptions. Finkelstein (2007) adds inputs to the argument that mental perception is 
a faux identity. Image is an artificial imitation of the apparent form of an object 
(Alhemoud & Armstrong, 1996), which people are being trained in certain social 
contexts learning to read and judge an object in order to see its image (Finkelstein,
2007).
Although human beings have the intelligence to develop independent critical
thinking, our state of being is de facto part of the bigger universe. Assuming that the
society is a matrix, it is arguable whether there are purely independent perceptions
that are not subject to external influences affected by the surroundings. If people’s
minds are subject to external influences, Haber’s (1985) argument becomes
understandable. Haber (1985) stresses that people with different backgrounds are
trained differently to filter different stimuli as useful information. People then
exercise different concepts for analysis on account of their cognition, and eventually
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form different perceptions. Consequently, perceptions are very subjective and 
personal (MaeKay & Fesenmaier, 1997). As Tasei and Gartner suggest (2007), 
people always have their very personal ways to form their own perceptions.
A number of studies on destination image confirm that mental perceptions are 
influenced by social exposure and experience (Baloglu & McCleary, 1999a, 1999b; 
Sirakaya et al., 2001). Moreover, Cash and Pruzinsky (2002) also echo with their 
findings on body image that a variety of factors such as culture, gender, or sexual 
orientation have impacts on the formation of mental perceptions. Therefore, 
different social groups in the society could have distinctive perceptions of the same 
object. Thus segmentation of research target audience needs to be clearly stated in 
image studies and researchers must apply comparison of research outcomes between 
studies carefully.
3.1.3 Intangibility of Mental Perceptions
Mental perceptions are impalpable. Hence, perceptions are abstract and vague 
by nature. The complexity and intangibility of mental perceptions create challenges 
in identifying its stimuli and causes. Research of image studies from various 
disciplines has also experienced challenges in developing a common measure to 
assess image as mental perceptions.
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Despite nearly a century of scholarly attempts to understand body image, Cash 
and Pruzinsky (2002) comment that the terminology proliferates as body image 
research progresses, as different scientists and practitioners ironically have different 
perceptions of mental perceptions. As Gunn (1988) remarks, image is an expression 
of appraisal and a purely subjective notion. Fisher (1990) on body image research 
even pronounces there is no such thing as “the image”.
Pike (2002) summarises nearly 30 years of previous work from 142 destination 
image research studies and concludes a mix of measurements both in terms of 
methodology and contexts used in destination image studies. In spite of the 
differences, academics have been advocating developing a common measure to 
assess people’s mental perceptions of a place such as a destination. However, a 
destination is not even like a commercial product. It is more complex being 
composed of multitudinous elements with each destination being uniquely different 
in ways that cannot be replicated. The uniqueness of each destination raises a 
profound question of whether there is “the image” of “the destination”, or if 
researchers of destination image should measure each destination in its own right as 
a unique physical space.
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3.1.4 The Relationship between People, Image and Reality
Image as mental perception is an imprint on the person and neither exists in a 
form of subject nor object (Nancy & Fort, 2005). Nevertheless, Forrester (2000) 
suggests that in order to form a mental image, the person needs an initial target for 
imagination. The person then goes through a intelleetual process to fabricate an 
image of their target (Forrester, 2000). The process of developing and perceiving 
image itself is an intimate experience that connects to the soul of the person (Nancy 
& Fort, 2005). The heavy involvement of the person as the creator of their own 
image makes it an interesting and profound inquiry to probe into the relationship 
between the person and the image in their mind. It is particularly thought-provoking 
to explore how one’s subjective mental image interplays with reality.
Image is not an imitation of reality (Nancy & Fort, 2005). Nancy and Fort 
(2005) explain that image is never a descriptive record, it always offers room for 
subjective interpretation (Kotler, 1997). In fact, image has a very subtle relationship 
with reality. Artists use image as a metaphor or representation alerting people to 
re-examine their surroundings (Finkelstein, 2007). Whilst image is a catalyst to 
question the reality in the world of the aesthetic, image is sold as the reality in 
marketing. Through the illusion of living “the good life” in marketing campaigns.
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marketers inflate consumers with a sense of dolce vita via consuming the marketed 
produet or service (Knox & Maklan, 1998). As Wilson (1987) comments, today’s 
consumers are purchasing the artefact as well as the image that is portrayed. Gaines 
and Herzog (1990) even assert that image has swallowed the reality whole, and 
people prefer image to the reality (Debord, 1994). Boorstin (1992) attributes such a 
phenomenon to people’s extravagant expectations.
The foundation of economics builds on an assumption that people have 
unlimited wants but resources are always scarce (Kern, 1983), so people constantly 
compromise for unfulfilled desires. As a result, artificially fabricated image creates 
ambiguous truths which serve as a great solace in the less than ideal world. It 
provides a fantasy that is more pleasant and dignifying than the reality (Boorstin, 
1992). Nevertheless, it is fascinating that image not only creates ambiguous truths of 
the surroundings, it sometimes constructs the reality.
Image becomes a self-fulfilling prophecy (Boorstin, 1992), on account of image 
being leveraged as man-made evidence of the contrived reality. Clothing, for 
example, has long been used as a straightforward visual evidence to construct social 
status. Ewen (1990) illustrates that the dress of the nobility created an image which 
connoted an authoritative power over the common people. Nowadays, designer
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clothing relies on image building to ascribe value to mass-produced clothes which 
goes beyond their material worth (Taylor, 2000; White & Griffiths, 2000).
Politicians, celebrities, or corporations are all packaged with surface values 
through carefully staged marketing and public relations campaigns (Boorstin, 1992; 
Buckley & Gundle, 2000; T. S. Robertson & Gatignon, 1986). Celebrities or 
corporations are great not solely for their essential qualities, but more important is 
their advertised legendary greatness. Idealised images of celebrities or corporations 
are leveraged for creating “bubbles” that encourage people’s extravagant 
expectations (Boorstin, 1992; Gronroos, 2007). This explains the destructive power 
of adverse situations such as scandals (Schumann, Dyer, & Petkus, 1996; Watkins, 
1989), when they devastatingly burst the contrived bubbles and expose the bona fide 
reality that is often not as celebrated.
3.2 Image in Marketing
The literature on image in marketing has expanded tremendously in the past
decades. The topic draws attention from both researchers and marketers as image is
recognised as a core management issue in today’s business world (Czinkota &
Ronkainen, 1995; J. E. Schroeder, 2000). Czinkota and Ronkainen (1995) annotate
that image is the way a business relates to and is perceived by its key constituents,
4 3
which explains image’s important role as a communication tool in marketing.
Any product or service could reach technical limits, or its functional advantages 
could be easily copied by competitors (Knox & Maklan, 1998; Kotler, 1997). 
Christopher and Malcolm (1995) illustrate that people tend to go to the cheapest 
option if they cannot distinguish a product or service from its alternatives. In order 
to achieve a unique selling proposition in a competitive market (Knox & Maklan, 
1998), marketers employ image to provide effective differentiation and to highlight 
the benefits of their products and services to consumers (Christopher & Malcolm, 
1995; McGoldrick, 2003). Hollensen (2003) describes such a parallel segmentation 
process as reverse segmentation, a process whereby consumers select brands with 
benefits that best fit their criteria. As a result, image is information and is adapted as 
a risk filter by consumers, providing information to assist them in making the 
perceived best purchasing decisions. Hence, a strong and positive image gives 
confidence to consumers and encourages consumption (Doyle & Stem, 2001).
As the understanding of image in marketing develops, attention is given to the 
quest for managing image for optimised results (Gronroos, 2007). Previous research 
on image in marketing indicates the multi-layering concept of image, which argues 
that inter-related images exist at different production levels. Kasper, van Helsdingen,
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and Gabbott (2006) elaborate the subtle relationship of corporate image and the 
firm’s product or service image, whereas Gronroos (2007) asserts the influence of 
the image of frontline employees in the delivery of products or services to 
consumers and alerts us to the value of internal marketing. At the other end of the 
collateral image chain, country image is found to have structural interrelationships 
with people’s perceptions about product attributes (Han, 1989).
Oeehuku (1994) discusses findings from past research work and provides 
evidence of the influence of eountry-of-origin to purchase decisions. Hybrid 
products co-produced by multiple countries are notably common in the globalised 
economy. As the conventional understanding of a country’s local brand is blurred by 
the complicated separation of tasks in a globalised production, Chao (1998) 
partitions the country-of-origin effects and investigates the impact of 
country-of assembly, country-of design, and parts-souree-country.
On the other hand, tourists consume tourism activities at the destination and 
therefore have a very distinguishable country-of-origin image. Mossberg and Kleppe 
(2005) remind us that country image and destination image originate from the same 
theory of exporting products or services to international consumer markets. 
Nevertheless, the production of tourism activities is unlike the production of any
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single product or service. Tourism activities span across a much wider range of 
territories at the destination and cause wider impacts on local communities. The 
involvement of a much wider group of stakeholders in the production of tourism 
activities poses questions to re-examine the customary tourist-centric practice that 
prevails in destination image studies.
3.3 Introduction to Destination Image
The image of a destination has determinant importance for the destination’s 
tourism success. Previous studies confirm that destination image is critical in the 
destination selection process (Baloglu & McCleary, 1999a; Yuksel & Akgul, 2007). 
As Tapaehai and Waryszak (2000) argue, only destinations with the highest 
perceived value would be patronised by tourists.
A number of scholars also emphasize that destinations with positive image
stimulate potential tourists’ interest in visitation, whilst a less favourable image
smothers the full potential of a destination (Echtner & Ritchie, 1991; Fakeye &
Crompton, 1991; Sirakaya et al., 2001). Given the intangible nature and
simultaneous production and consumption of the tourism experience, there is no
physical evidence for tourists to project expectation and to perform standardised
evaluation (Govers & Go, 2003; Z. Liu, 2000). Mental perceptions, therefore,
4 6
become erucial references for tourists. As a result, the characteristics of the tourism 
experience justify the significanee of studying destination image.
In the light of the importance of portraying a positive destination image, 
destination management organisations invest heavily to compete in selling their 
places as the most desirable destination (Mossberg & Kleppe, 2005). Marketers 
constantly attempt to reinforce the positive perceptions of a destination and filter out 
or perhaps deflect attention away from the negative aspects (Fan, 2006). Gursoy, 
Baloglu, and Chi (2009) assert that the long term success of a destination depends 
on its positioning. In order to stand out from a class of competing destinations in a 
crowded market place, it is essential to develop a strong destination image that is 
both vivid and distinctive. Crockett and Wood (1999) echo that the most successful 
destinations have achieved this to an extent where the mention of their names 
evokes mental images and perceived experiences.
3.3.1 The Research Field of Destination Image
Tourism academia accounts destination image as a vital topic in the study of 
tourism. Established on the foundation of earlier literature on product image 
(Echtner & Ritchie, 1991), the concept of destination image was first introduced in 
the 1970’s (Goodrich, 1978; Govers & Go, 2003; Gunn, 1988; Hunt, 1975).
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Researchers have subsequently conducted prolific amounts of destination image 
studies covering various topics, for example, destination image measurement and 
methodology (Echtner & Ritchie, 1993; Gartner, 1989; Goodrich, 1978; Son, 2005; 
Tasei, 2007), its mutual influence on visitation (Baloglu, 1999; Fakeye & Crompton, 
1991; Milman & Pizam, 1995; Tasei, 2006), or its components and formation 
process (Baloglu & Brinberg, 1997; Baloglu & McCleary, 1999a, 1999b; Gartner, 
1993; C.-K. Lee, Lee, & Lee, 2005; Phelps, 1986).
Tasei (2003) brings together much of the past literature on destination image. 
Most of the literature focuses on comprehending market demand, deciphering its 
linkage from potential visitors’ image formation, destination selection and visitor 
behaviour at and post visitation evaluation (Echtner & Ritchie, 1991; Govers & Go, 
2003; Hunt, 1975; Tasei & Gartner, 2007). By contrast, the supply side of 
destination marketing is comparatively a under-researched area (Prideaux & Cooper, 
2003). Supply side related literature contributes to the understanding of assessing, 
positioning, and managing the image of a destination (Baloglu & McCleary, 1999b; 
MaeKay & Fesenmaier, 1997; Sirakaya et al., 2001). Such literature explores the 
gap between visitors’ perceptions of a destination’s image and the destination’s 
existing marketing campaigns, providing insights to enhance its market positioning.
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Although past studies have contributed significant progress in advancing the 
understanding of destination image, extant work on destination image is often 
criticised as atheoretical and incomparable (Cai, 2002; Li, 2011). This is due to the 
fact that many destination image studies rest on investigating the image of particular 
destinations. In particular, the factual implications of the research findings are rarely 
examined in previous literature. Their investigations provide limited conceptual and 
theoretical contribution to advance the concept and knowledge of destination image. 
Moreover, previous destination image research often employs very diverse 
methodology. Their results are habitually destination specific and are hardly 
comparable, discounting the generality of their research findings.
3.3.2 Defining Destination Image
Over the past few decades, scholars have proposed different definitions in their 
own perspectives of defining destination image. As a result, destination image 
suffers from the dilemma of the vague boundaries of mental perceptions. Among the 
attempts to provide a eommon definition. Hunt (1971) gave an initial coneept of 
destination image as the impression that people hold about a state in which they do 
not reside. Lawson and Baud-Bovy (1977) and Compton (1979) elaborate 
destination image as a package of beliefs, ideas, knowledge, impressions.
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imagination, and emotional thoughts that individuals have of a destination. Gartner 
(1986) describes image as tourists’ and sellers’ pereeptions of the attributes or 
aetivities of attractions available at a destination. Echtner and Ritchie (1991) further 
explain that tourists’ perceptions are based on individual destination attributes and 
the holistic impression made by the destination. Nevertheless, Sirakaya, Sonmez, 
and Choi (2001) suggest a conservative definition of destination image as being the 
average opinion of the targeted research group.
3.4 Destination Image Formation
The fabrication of mental perceptions is an interplaying proeess between 
information and intellection. MaeKay and Fesenmaier (1997) conclude that 
destination image is a combination of inputs from individuals and marketers. 
Whereas Forrester (2000) explains that people are constantly exposed to a range of 
diverse images from the external environment and, at the same time, existing 
internal impressions, ideas, and associated representations saturate people’s mental 
life. Tasei and Gartner (2007) further summarise from previous studies and argue 
that destination image formation is a construetion of the mental representation of a 
destination on the basis of information cues delivered by the image formation agents 
and seleeted by a person.
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The formation of destination image is particularly complicated by the wide 
number of stakeholders who often have intrieate agendas, whilst none of them 
aetually holds control over the image (Baker & Cameron, 2008; Fan, 2006). As the 
information cues to destination image formation eome from a wider spectrum of 
sources (Daniels, Loda, & Norman, 2005; Tasei & Gartner, 2007), the fabrieation 
process of the image of a destination is undoubtedly more complex and vague than 
marketing a single product or service. However, in order to have a thorough 
acquaintance with destination image, it is necessary to begin with compassing how 
destination image is fabricated.
Tasei and Gartner (2007) attempt to eonceptualise the mechanism of 
destination image formation. They advocate that a destination sueceeds or burdens 
itself with the image capital of its own place. Image formation factors, as mediators, 
furnish and filter destination information (Tasei & Gartner, 2007). Through the work 
of a mix of image formation agents (Tasei & Gartner, 2007), people are bombarded 
with travel information before, during, and after their trips (Daniels et al., 2005). 
People eventually fabrieate their own image of a destination which is often based on 
fantasised or biased messages instead of factual information.
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3.4.1 Destination Image Capital
Countries or named places are never introduced to the market as an all-new 
destination. Buhalis (2000) alerts us to the fact that most destinations have a rich 
history, image, and legacy development whieh need to be taken into eonsideration 
when developing tourism marketing strategies. Tasei and Gartner (2007) suggest a 
package of background information that constitutes destination image capital, 
spanning an array of areas such as history, social development, physical landscapes, 
politics, legal affairs, economy, and local culture. The list indieates that named 
places are usually glued to a paekage of long-rooted stereotypes and cultural 
associations (Fan, 2006), yet some destinations suffer from being unknown to most 
people and fail to arouse people’s attention (Vellas & Beeherel, 1999).
However, Vellas and Becherel (1999) remind us of the fact that destination 
image capital could also be a liability in some cases. For example, Nottingham 
attracts visitors with the fame of the legendary Robin Hood, but the destination is 
bound to a niche identity. Whereas Glasgow, on the other hand, is known to be a 
declining industrial base, notwithstanding the destination’s efforts to market itself as
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a rejuvenated metropolitan city for visit. Although Buhalis (2000) acknowledges the 
marketing limits from previous development in a destination, some scholars argue
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that marketers could translate destination image capital into a semi-controllable tone 
through manipulated interpretation, creativity, and brilliant execution (Crockett & 
Wood, 1999; Tasei & Gartner, 2007).
3.4.2 Image Formation Factors
Tasei and Gartner (2007) identify four image formation factors that have 
effects on the fabrication of destination image. These factors, namely the 
destinations, the individuals, the intermediaries, and the researchers, are biased 
bodies who redirect the interpretation of destination information. Image formation 
factors modify, enhance, or diminish the information cues being transmitted to 
individuals via different channels of the image formation agents (Tasei & Gartner, 
2007).
On the supply side, destination is an image formation factor. Destination
marketers eapitalise on the destination’s image capital to formulate destination
spécifié marketing strategies to promote the place as a destination (Mossberg &
Kleppe, 2005). Being the official information supplier, the carefully selected and
market-driven marketing messages are supplied and delivered to targeted audiences
via selected channels (Charlotte, 2002). Quinn (2003) expounds contemporary
tourism as a package experience with highly mythologised, commoditised places
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where image and marketability assume the greatest significance. Hence, 
commoditisation of tourism stands for the tendency to market selective dimensions 
of places in order to optimise their commercial status (Quinn, 2003).
On the other hand, individuals are also recognised as an image formation factor. 
After receiving transmitted information, individuals interpret a destination’s image 
by their personal perceptions. Their interpretation is a result of internal information 
search which is largely influenced by the individuals’ socio-demographic and 
psychographic backgrounds, culture, past experience, prior visit, attitudes, and 
personal needs or motivation (Baloglu & MeCleary, 1999a; Sirakaya et al., 2001). 
Nevertheless, personal interpretation is autonomous. Marketers face constant 
challenges of communieation inconsistency between the image that is being 
presented in marketing materials and the audience perceptions of that image 
(Schumann et al., 1996).
Moreover, intermediaries exist in channelling destination information between 
destination marketers and individuals. Past studies indicate that information 
provided from intermediaries shapes individuals’ image of a destination and 
eventually influence tourist flows (Baloglu & McCleary, 1999b; Gartner & Shen, 
1992; S. S. Kim, Agrusa, Lee, & Chon, 2007; Tooke & Baker, 1996). These
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intermediaries are independent bodies who intentionally or unintentionally provide 
information about a destination to individuals in the destination image formation 
process.
Some intermediaries, however, have questionable levels of independence. 
Travel media such as travel magazines, books, and writers are, in particular, 
effective intermediaries in producing positive testimony (Milo & Yoder, 1991). 
Acting as surrogate consumers (Callan, 1990), Lashley (1986) professes that travel 
writers receive reciprocal red carpet treatment from marketers for fear of a negative 
editorial or review. Conversely, the Web 2.0 information age revolutionises the 
direction information flow (Camprubf, Guia, & Comas, 2013; Needleman, 2007; 
Syed-Ahmad, Musa, Klobas, & Murphy, 2013). Any person is empowered to 
distribute information that is instantly accessible worldwide without the use of 
conventional intermediaries (Arsal, Woosnam, Baldwin, & Backman, 2010). 
Counting on its absolute autonomy and fast circulation speed, marketers have no 
control over the content and format of the information cues being presented. Covers 
and Go (2003) describe such phenomena as the destruction of destination image.
Tasci and Gartner (2007) also recognise the influence of researchers’ personal 
perceptions as an image formation factor. In the same way as the filtering
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interpretation by individuals, researchers also act as another layer of filter in which 
their perceptions are bound by personal and educational backgrounds (Echtner & 
Ritchie, 1993; Tasei & Gartner, 2007). However, researcher bias is considered to be 
a marginal factor compared to the other three dominating image formation factors in 
redirecting the interpretation of destination image.
3.4.3 Image Formation Agents
Daniels, Loda, and Norman (2005) explode the complexity and influence of 
travel information sources in daily life. It is argued that whilst the act of travel does 
not happen on daily basis, travel-related occurrences constantly surround individuals 
(Daniels et al., 2005). The travel-related occurrences are information that 
perpetually shape and update people’s perceptions of typical touristic experiences at 
the destination (Charlotte, 2002). Gunn (1972) first conceptualised such information 
as image formation agents in the 1970’s. Gartner (1993) further extends the 
typology of image formation agents in his work on image formation process. Tasci 
and Gartner (2007) assert that people’s image of a destination is crafted by the 
inputs from intricate combinations of induced, autonomous, and organic agents.
3.4.3.1 Induced Destination Image Formation Agent
Induced destination image formation agents include advertising channels that
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are frequently employed by destination marketers to promote the destination. 
Gartner (1993) categorises induced agents into four different sub-agents. Overt 
induced I agent includes traditional forms of advertising, such as television, radio, 
newspapers, magazines, or brochures. Destination marketers have very open and 
explicit roles in such marketing materials to project a positive destination image to 
targeted audiences. Overt induced I agent has a high ability to reach mass markets, 
but is subject to lower credibility due to its unmistakable marketing nature.
Overt induced II agent is the stakeholder in the tourism industry that shares an 
interest in increased visitation. Overt induced II agents, such as travel agencies, 
usually have close partnerships and common business benefits with destination 
marketers. Destination marketers inject their marketing messages to consumers 
through the agents’ distribution and sales channels. Overt induced II agents enjoy a 
comparatively smaller mass but higher credibility owing to their apparent third party 
role between destinations and potential visitors (Loda, Norman, & Baekman, 2005).
Covert induced I agent is a recognisable spokesperson who is engaged by 
destination marketers to promote a destination. The spokesperson is delegated to 
enhance consumers’ awareness, impression, and goodwill of the destination. Past 
studies acknowledge the power of endorsement by a trusted and familiar face in
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marketing campaigns (Kathleen, Gordon, Kenneth, & Christine, 2000; McCracken, 
1989), whilst other researchers remind us of the sudden risk to endorsement when 
the spokesperson becomes the subject of a scandal. (Brian & Terence, 1998; 
Watkins, 1989)
Covert induced II agent has a less surface relationship with destination 
marketers than covert induced I agent. Without an official affiliation, destination 
marketers get involved with opinion powers, such as travel writers, to inject 
desirable information to consumers. The familiarisation trip, for example is a 
common tactic to impress covert induced II agents to exchange positive publicity 
(Lashley, 1986). In virtue of the apparent independent and unbiased status of covert 
induced II agents, previous studies conclude that their testimonials have higher 
credibility than commercial advertisements (Loda et al., 2005).
3.4.3.2 Autonomous Destination Image Formation Agent
Gartner (1993) summarises news and popular culture as autonomous 
destination image formation agents. Mercille’s (2005) research on the media impact 
on the destination image of Tibet confirms the role of media representation in 
shaping a destination’s image. Pike (2004) explains how Tourism New Zealand and 
the Lord of the Rings trilogy become the classic ease of engaging popular culture for
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tourism promotion. The wide-spreading Korean wave in Asia after the Millennium 
also greatly fused the growth of inbound tourism to Korea (S. S. Kim et al., 2007). 
As Tooke and Baker (1996) suggest, positive representation in movies and dramas 
can create a higher awareness of a destination and ultimately stimulate visitation. 
Nevertheless, Kim and Morrison (2005) who studied the immediate image change of 
South Korea after hosting the 2002 FIFA World Cup argue whether such an event 
creates a long term effect to improve a destination’s image.
Even though autonomous agents enjoy high penetration in their ability to reach
the general public, destination marketers, have comparatively limited influence over
them in most cases. Previous studies on the impact of negative coverage of natural
and man-made disasters confirm the influence of autonomous agents (Avraham,
2000). Gartner and Shen (1992) encountered a rare chance to measure China’s
tourism image before and after the Tiananmen Square massacre. The authors found
attributes such as safety and hospitality experienced a landslide of negative impact
(Gartner & Shen, 1992). Whereas Northern Ireland has now turned peaceful, the
country’s tourism industry continues to suffer from negative image from coverage of
terrorist attacks in the past (Ruddy & Flanagan, 2000). In addition, Alan Parker’s
Midnight Express in 1978 is quoted by scholars as one of the best examples to
describe how negative representation in popular culture creates an indelible damage
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to the country and destination image of Turkey (Sonmez & Sirakaya, 2002).
3.4.3.3 Organic Destination Image Formation Agent
Tasei and Gartner (2007) conclude organic destination image formation agent 
as non-eommercial information sources such as personal experience and 
word-of-mouth. The organic agent has high credibility being unbiased and free from 
commercial influence. These agents are fully independent from destination 
marketers and have neutral interest in pushing arrival numbers of a destination 
(Gartner, 1993). Furthermore, organic agent is based on personal communication. 
Whilst credibility varies between information sources, personal communication has 
low level of market penetration.
Gartner (1993) extends this category into the unsolicited organic agent and the 
solicited organic agent. The unsolicited organic agent spontaneously provides casual 
information to individuals according to their previous travel experience and 
knowledge of a destination. The unsolicited agent usually is information exchanged 
in daily conversation, where there is low level of information retention if the 
individuals share a low interest to it (Gartner, 1993). On the other hand, the solicited 
organic agent provides information in response to individuals’ active information 
search. It serves as word-of-mouth information reinforcing individuals’ existing
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perceptions. Gartner (1993) comments that such information provided by the 
organic agent could have a dominant influence especially when the individuals have 
limited previous knowledge or the agents have high personal credibility.
3.5 Components of Destination Image
After receiving information cues from various information agents through the 
influence of information factors, individuals go through an intellectual process to 
evaluate the information and conclude the destination image that defines a 
destination (Baloglu & MeCleary, 1999a; Gartner, 1993). Tyler (1957) describes 
this as self-identification and reward check between the consumer and the marketing 
message. Moreover, scholars commonly agree that destination image is formed by 
three components; cognitive, affective, and conative. Gartner (1993) asserts that the 
three components are distinctly different but are hierarchically interrelated 
components.
Boulding (1956) first gave an early definition of the cognitive image 
component as images originated from facts. Seott (1965) further elaborates it as an 
intellectual understanding and evaluation of the known attributes of a product. 
Gartner (1993) describes the cognitive image component as a product of external 
information sources. Thus, it is concluded that the cognitive image component
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describes the factual offerings of a destination which allows individuals to appraise 
the factual benefits of visiting the destination (Baloglu & Brinberg, 1997; Baloglu & 
MeCleary, 1999a; Cai, 2002; Gartner, 1986). As tourism experience has no physical 
evidence for evaluation, the cognitive information of destination image becomes the 
initial filter for selecting the destination.
The affective image component is an emotional response resulting from the 
cognitive evaluation of a destination. Boulding (1956) illustrates it as the component 
that triggers people’s emotional motive sought from their consumption. Previous 
studies indicate that people look for the destination which offers a tourism 
experience with rewards matching emotional benefits (Baloglu & Brinberg, 1997; 
Baloglu & MeCleary, 1999a; Dann, 1996; Gartner, 1993). The affective image 
component becomes operational when individuals select a destination by matching 
their personal values to the attributes of a destination (Cai, 2002). The trend of 
experience marketing in tourism champions the significance of the emotional reward 
in consumption (O'Sullivan & Spangler, 1998; Pine & Gilmore, 1999).
MaeKay and Fesenmaier (1997) suggest that people’s intention of visitation is 
largely influenced by the cognitive and affective image components, representing 
people’s desire for material and emotional rewards. However, an evaluation process
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is involved when people’s intention is to be materialised into actual consumption. 
People perform an overall evaluation of their perceived rewards from intended 
visitation by balancing their cognitive evaluation and affective appraisal (Ahmed, 
1991a; Baloglu & MeCleary, 1999a; Leisen, 2001). The overall evaluation develops 
the conative image which is people’s final perceptions about the destination. The 
conative image component is the decisive component directing the decision of actual 
visitation (Gartner, 1993).
3.6 Destination Image Measurement
As discussed in the previous sections, destination image is vague and has 
multiple components, thus it is challenging to measure. Therefore, academics have 
been exploring various methodologies and methods to improve the measurement of 
a destination’s image. Given the abstraction of image, some scholars suggest the use 
of qualitative methods for measurement (Pike, 2002; Prebensen, 2007). Fairweather 
and Sqaffield (2002) and Hunter and Suh (2007), in particular, illustrate the pictorial 
connotations of destination image to investigate its subtext that is beyond 
vocabulary.
However, a search of past literature reveals that most destination image studies 
employ structured techniques and predominantly adopt Likert-type scales for
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measurement (Alhemoud & Armstrong, 1996; Pike, 2002). Structured techniques 
provide the benefit of an operationalised construct of destination image. Whereas 
Tapaehai and Waryszak (2000) remind us that techniques such as Likert-type scales 
may lead to irrelevant attributes and therefore recommend the advantage of 
open-ended questions. This is in line with the fact that the destination is composed 
of a diverse range of elements in which each destination is unique. As a result, each 
attribute list becomes destination specific, over generalisation would result in 
irrelevant attributes.
In response to the nature of destination image, Echtner and Ritchie (1993) 
pioneered the mixed use of quantitative and qualitative methods for destination 
image measurement. The cognitive, affective, and conative image components are 
principally measured by structured quantitative techniques but complemented by 
qualitative techniques to address the vague boundary of image. Mixed-method 
research has since been the mainstream approach in later destination image studies 
(Choi, Chan, & Wu, 1999; Covers & Go, 2003).
3.7 Impact of Visitation on Destination Image
Scholars argue that potential visitors with no prior visiting experience only hold 
subjective perceptions about a destination (Gallarza, Saura, & Garcia, 2002;
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MacKay & Fesenmaier, 1997). However, past literature also indicates that people 
develop a different and more realistic image of the destination after visitation 
(Baloglu & MeCleary, 1999b; Dann, 1996; Phillips & Jang, 2010; Ying Wang & 
Davidson, 2010). Milman and Pizam (1995) recognise the benefits of higher 
re-visitation intention of people with a positive post-visit destination image. Ross 
(1993), in particular, finds that visitors with a hospitable image of the destination are 
more likely to revisit. Kozak (2002) affirms the value of positive word-of-mouth 
from satisfied past visitors, as their endorsement is important in enhancing the 
destination’s image for potential visitors (Sirakaya et al., 2001).
In addition, previous literature suggests that tourists’ destination image and 
their length of stay have positive correlation (Machado, 2010). Fakeye and 
Crompton (1991) discover long-stay visitors having a more favourable destination 
image in areas of infrastructure, friendly people, food, social opportunities, and 
attraction. This may not be only due to the fact that they have comparatively more 
time to explore the destination. They are also more likely to be repeating visitors. As 
previous studies report, repeating visitors tend to have a longer length of stay and to 
participate in a wider scope of activities than first-timers (Donggen, 2004; Lau & 
McKercher, 2006). Such a cycle is concluded as the causal relationship between 
destination image and visitation (Tasci, 2006).
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3.8 Commercialisation of Destination Image
It is well discussed that destination management organisations face constant 
challenges to cohere the differences among many stakeholders in the tourism system 
(Baker & Cameron, 2008; Bonnett, 1982). Whilst nobody holds absolute control 
over a destination’s image, destination marketers face extra obstacles when 
introducing any change with no power to alter any physical attribute of the 
destination (Blumberg, 2005; Fan, 2006). In view of the limited influence of 
destination marketers, scholars have long been advocating the necessity of 
consolidating local support on tourism issues (Blumberg, 2005; Buhalis, 2000). 
Ironically, destination image in this area appears to be a neglected area by 
academics.
The tourism marketing literature tirelessly reminds us of promoting what is 
most attractive to potential visitors. The market driven destination image reflects 
tourists’ expectations and fantasies (Charlotte, 2002), whilst the need for 
commercially exotic gimmicks have displaced the authentic display of a 
destination’s image. A search on destination image literature uncovers academic 
attention towards destination image is entirely tourist-centric. Quinn (2003) remarks 
on the trend of local interests being increasingly overlooked in the emphasis on
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image and marketability. As Gibson and Davidson (2004) and Fan (2006) question, 
the portrayal of home country’s image in some marketing materials could look 
foreign or even offensive to residents. In particular, touristic references to historical 
of abstract images are not part of residents’ day-to-day experience in their home city 
(A. Palmer, Koenig-Lewis, & Medi Jones, 2013).
Quinn (2003) explains when tourism becomes an activity, it leads to a change 
in the meaning and experience of place for people who are local and those who visit. 
It poses a profound question to challenge the authentic representation of destination 
image. As Charlotte (2002) also asserts, destination image has an extreme influence 
to direct visitor traffic and portray typical tourist activities at a destination. It is 
questionable if local residents are prepared for the impacts that arise from different 
perceptions. The neglect of the local residents’ destination image leaves an 
unmistakable gap in the body of tourism knowledge. For that reason, the study of the 
divergence and congruence of destination image between residents and tourists is 
necessary to contribute to a more complete understanding of destination image.
3.9 Chapter Summary
This chapter began with an introduction to the conceptual background of 
“image” as people’s mental perceptions. The discussions provided an opportunity to
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reveal how humans fabricate their sense of communicative information into vague 
mental perceptions. The intangibility of mental perceptions has also been examined 
in order to understand its underlying influence on our understanding of reality in 
different epistemological approaches.
The use of image as a competitive edge has pervaded contemporary marketing. 
The concept of image has been extended to the geographic associations of the brand 
and its production. Such development underlines the importance of studying 
destination image as tourism consumption and production are essentially 
place-based at the destination. The wider social participation and impacts of tourism 
at a destination trigger the argument of this study to re-examine the customary 
tourist-centric practice that prevails in destination image studies.
Both the study of destination image and its definition have gone through 
considerable development since the 1970’s. The unique characteristics of the 
destination set it apart from the conventional studies of product image. The large 
existing body of knowledge on destination image witnesses its complicated image 
formation process, multiple image components, and the diverse measurement 
methods.
Although tourists have a more realistic image of a destination after visitation.
68
the fantasised and exotie destination image in commercially-driven marketing 
materials do not encourage tourists to engender appropriate expectations and 
behaviour. Inquiries into the implications of the divergence and congruence of 
destination image between residents and tourists have been posed in this chapter. 
The literature review continues in Chapter 4 to discuss the residents, the tourists, and 
their perceptions of the tourism system.
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CHAPTER 4 LITERATURE REVIEW -  TOURISTS, RESIDENTS AND THEIR 
PERCEPTIONS
This chapter seeks to provide an overview of the knotty perceptions between 
the people who reside at the destination and the people who temporarily visit the 
destination. In the context of this study, the literature review attempts to explore the 
definitions of the tourists and the residents, and to summarise past research work 
about the dynamics of the relationships between the tourists, the residents, and the 
destination.
The intensified host-guest contacts in the globalised world are first discussed. 
The literature review is then devoted to thrash out the paradox of globalisation to the 
meanings of socio-physical space within the discourse of tourism (Fainstein & Judd,
1999). Subsequently, the discussions are pulled together to point out the contesting 
relationship between the residents and the tourists on their perceptions of the use and 
meanings of space at the destination (Gibson & Davidson, 2004).
The notion of the tourists is unfolded by the discussions about their role as a 
recent phenomenon. The debates on the transformation from the elite travellers in 
former times to contemporary mass tourists reveal people’s negative connotations to 
the term “tourist”. This chapter progresses to exhibit the varied definitions of
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international tourists and domestic tourists. It opens the dialogue to examine the 
influence of soeio-economic proximity between the origin and the destination upon 
destination image. Moreover, the wide variety of types and segments of tourists is 
discussed to acknowledge the perceptual distinctiveness of different tourists.
The discussions move on to debate the seemingly simple but logically 
equivocal terms “residents”. It highlights the blind side of the tourism literature in 
recognising the diverse local stakeholder groups in the destination population. As 
this study investigates residents’ and tourists’ mental perceptions of the destination, 
the literature review mirrors the studies on residents’ perceptions in tourism and 
other disciplines, which provides suggestions to the future development of the topic.
The literature review concludes that tourism is a consumption of stereotyped 
fantasy of the tourists (Urry, 1990). In their pursuance of “real experience” at the 
destination, tourists are subject to the contrived bubbles staged by other tourism 
stakeholders (Cheong & Miller, 2000). Whilst tourists and residents often share 
overlapping activities and locations, past destination image studies mainly put 
tourists as the key research subjects. Residents being the residing stakeholders, 
constituents and tax payers have the power to constitute or alter the interpretation of 
their home region’s image. Therefore, the literature review illustrates a more
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complete perspective to comprehend the actual delivery of destination image.
4.1 People and the Destination
The essence of the study of destinations is to investigate people and their 
relationships with the place. As scholars point out tourism creates foreign traffic at 
the destination (Clements, 1989), which puts additional demand pressure on land 
and water use, and has profound implications for the lives and cultures of people 
living in destination areas (Heath & Wall, 1992). Hence, tourism comprises a 
complicated mix of domestic and foreign stakeholder groups interacting at the 
destination (Ryan & Aicken, 2010). In order to examine people’s perceptions of the 
destination, it is necessary to clearly identify the studied stakeholder groups.
This study investigates how residents and tourists perceive a place as a 
destination. Therefore, residency is adopted as a binary divider for stakeholder 
groups, which is a general practice for host-visitor tourism research. Among all 
people who have developed perceived images of a destination, the resident side is an 
unarguably straightforward group of people who reside in the destination areas. By 
contrast, the non-residents include not just an elaborated spectrum of domestic and 
international tourists who temporarily stay at the destination, but also commuters 
who only travel to the destination for work or leisure but reside elsewhere. It also
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involves people from the rest of the world who do not visit the destination but hold 
images of the destination.
4.1.1 People and the Destination in Globalised Tourism Systems
Globalisation is a process that increases the integration of societies on a global 
scale. It provokes soeioeeonomie transformations annihilating the barriers between 
people (Teo & Li, 2003). Coupled with the advancement of transport technology 
(Heath & Wall, 1992), globalisation intensifies the continuous expansion of 
international tourism (Wahab & Cooper, 2001). Whilst the volume of the global 
tourism market has experienced steady growth in past decades, the traffic of 
international tourism has also shown an increase in the distance of travel (Vanhove, 
2001).
Craik (1997) notes that tourists are now being transported to culturally distant 
destinations where they have few associations. The ever more complex mix of 
tourist source markets represents challenges for destination managers to coordinate 
with a much wider range of audiences (Fan, 2006). Moreover, local residents are 
also contesting their spaces with tourists who have varied values and ambiguous 
knowledge of the destination (McKercher, Weber, & du Cros, 2008; Mordue, 2005). 
The rapid expansion of international tourism raises the need to address the various
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issues arising from the intensified interactions between international tourists and 
local residents (Brunt & Courtney, 1999).
4.1.2 De-territorialisation of Tourism
The majority of political economy studies consider globalisation as a force of 
de-territorialisation (Hazbun, 2004). As a result of globalisation being a process of 
integrating the universal society, the localities have shifted to become homogenous 
(Chevrant-Breton, 1997). The same phenomenon is mirrored in contemporary 
tourism.
Buhalis (2001) argues that globalisation is evidenced in different aspects of 
tourism activities. The emergence of international hotel chains, for example, offers 
frequent travellers standardised products and services in different destinations 
around the globe (Whitla, Walters, & Davies, 2007). Whereas Wood (2000) asserts 
cruise tourism is the “globalisation on the sea”, the floating ships illustrate the 
ultimate elimination of the place-bound identity of “the destination” and “the hosts”. 
For that reason, some scholars argue that contemporary tourism is a 
“hyper-globaliser” (Held, MeGrew, Goldblatt, & Perraton, 1999).
MacCannell (1992) views tourism as an ideological selection of history, nature,
and tradition. Historical events, cultural festivals, and iconic sights are being
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re-shaped or re-enacted in fictitious locations or moments to fulfil the extravagant 
demands of tourists (Boorstin, 1992; Chhabra, Healy, & Sills, 2003). Gottschalk 
(1995) specifically spotlights Las Vegas’ flagrant collection of counterfeit wonders
as the^ethnogr^hicHragments in postmodern spaces. MeGovem (2003) describes 
such ethnic bazaars as “tourism without travel” in an emerging global culture. It is 
because “the destination” is merely being a venue for artificial experience, the merit 
of travel is less valued in contemporary tourism.
4.1.3 Re-territorialisation of Tourism
In spite of the arguments of tourism being an accelerator of globalisation, 
another school of thought suggests tourism, as a counterforce to globalisation. 
Wilson and Dissanayake (1996) conclude such beliefs as the co-existence of 
globalisation and localisation. Teo and Li (2003) also find that such global-local 
dynamics have been well discussed in the field of cultural and heritage tourism.
Harvey (1993) stresses the importance of place-bound identity in a world of 
diminishing spatial barriers. This is testified by the trend in which destination 
management organisations assert the uniqueness of their destinations in marketing 
campaigns (Alford & Seaton, 2001). Their primary goal is to differentiate their 
destinations from “other common places”. Such distinctions are important as they
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give tourists reasons to visit (Yan & Santos, 2009). As a result, every destination 
purports to offer a unique experience that is not available in other destinations (Ooi,
2004).
In addition, Robertson (1992) claims that localities are re-invented in the 
process of globalisation. This is because localities provide people with a comforting 
sense of identity in a globalised world (Halewood & Hannam, 2001). Past literature 
indicates that tourism reinforces the identity of the host population (J. C. Liu & Var, 
1986; C. Palmer, 1999; Pritchard & Morgan, 2001). Reid (2003) further explains 
that tourism promotes the restoration, preservation, and fictional re-creation of 
ethnic attributes. It is argued that commercial incentives encourage tourism to 
revitalise traditional practices and lead to preservation (Besculides, Lee, & 
McCormick, 2002; Kneafsey, 2003), albeit the market-driven reconstructed ethnicity 
may not be in its entirety (Craik, 1997).
Therefore, it is argued that the popularity of the artificial tourism experience 
and universal tourism products may have weakened the relationship between the 
place and its stakeholders in the tourism system. Yet, tourism is a primary medium 
to create people’s perceptions of a place (Quinn, 2003). It presents tourists with a 
stereotyped snap shot of the destination. It also alters the residents’ interpretation of
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their home spaces.
Nevertheless, Williams (2002) reminds us that tourism is a politics of claims on 
the meaning and use of spaces between the residents and the tourists. Given that 
their claims often collide with one another (Gibson & Davidson, 2004; D. R. 
Williams, 2002), McKercher, Weber and de Cros (2008) refer to it as a contested 
relationship; since tourism is shaping both the residents’ and the tourists’ 
perceptions of the destination which they are sharing or contesting, it poses an 
interesting question to investigate if both groups perceive the same space differently.
4.2 The Tourists in Tourism
Tourism is a recent phenomenon (Bums & Holden, 1995). As Lickorish and 
Jenkins (1997) explain the term has only been in the English language since 
nineteenth century. It was not until 1933 that “tourist” was given a description in 
social science as a person who is absent from home for a relatively short period and 
whose money spent is derived from home and not earned in the destination visited 
(Ogilvie, 1933).
Originating from the term “tour”, “tourists” were formerly referred as
“travellers” when people mainly conducted their travel for non-touristic purposes
(Lickorish & Jenkins, 1997). Boorstin (1992) considers that the character and art of
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travel began to change when packaged group tours were introduced by Thomas 
Cook in the mid-nineteenth century, as he ealls it “the decline of the traveller and the 
rise of the tourist”. Liekorish and Jenkins (1997) also share the sentiment of the 
suspected negative meaning of “tourists” and associate travel and travellers with the 
exclusive and quality journeys of the rich, educated or aristocratic and society 
leaders. Mill and Morrison (2006) even admit using “visitor” in their book to avoid 
the sometimes negative connotations associated with the word “tourist”.
4.2.1 Defining Domestic and International Tourists
Conventional government statistics were based on the residential population 
only (Lickorish & Jenkins, 1997). It was not until the 1930’s that governments and 
organisations realised the need to collect internationally comparable statistics to 
demarcate the tourists and their expenditure from the residents’ economic behaviour 
(Leiper, 1979; Liekorish & Jenkins, 1997; United Nations, 2010).
However, it took the international community over four decades to debate the 
concept of tourists and visitors. It was only in 1978 when the guidelines on statistics 
of international tourism were introduced (United Nations, 2010). According to the
i
UNWTO definitions, “tourists” are classified as “visitors” who stay for at least 24 
hours but less than a year in the country visited for leisure, business, family, mission.
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or meeting purposes, and “excursionists” who are staying for less than 24 hours, 
including travellers on eruise ships (Mathieson & Wall, 1992).
Despite the commonly agreed definitions and classifications of “the tourists” 
for international tourism, dissimilar definitions are used by different destination 
management offices and government bodies to distinguish domestic tourism and 
tourists from recreational activities (Mill & Morrison, 2006). As Masberg (1998) 
points out, distance of travel is a generally used criterion to identify domestic 
tourism, but the definitions between governments fluctuate from 20 to 150 miles. 
Consequently, the dissimilar definitions of domestic tourists create challenges in 
generalising the statistics of domestic tourism.
4.2.1.1 The Perceptions of Domestic and International Tourists
Tourism researchers and practitioners have long identified domestic tourists 
and international tourists as two distinctive markets. Taking into account their 
dissimilar levels of familiarity and sources of information about the destination 
(Ortega & Rodriguez, 2007; Walmsley & Young, 1998), combined with different 
cultural backgrounds and perceived touristic experience (Yuksel, 2004), it is not 
difficult to understand that domestic and international tourists develop varied 
destination images.
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Schneider and Sonmez (1999) raise the diseussion of the influenee of tourists’ 
origins on their pereeived destination image. Joppe, Martin, and Waalen (2001) 
suggest that although domestic tourists, American tourists, and other overseas 
tourists show a generally similar destination image of Toronto, they express 
important differences in their levels of satisfaetion and perceived importance of the 
attributes. Similarly Hsu, Wolfe, and Kang (2004) note that people of nearby and far 
away states, both being domestie tourists, have different perceptions of Kansas as a 
destination. Bonn, Joseph, and Dai (2005) also reeord significantly different 
destination images of Florida from intra-state domestic tourists, inter-state domestie 
tourists, and international tourists.
As a result, it is argued that the socio-economie proximity between the origin 
and the destination has effects on the tourists’ perceived destination image (Obenour, 
Lengfelder, & Groves, 2005). However, the tourists’ distance from the destination is 
only one of many faetors that have an influence on their destination image. The 
importanee of market segmentation in destination marketing will be further 
discussed in the next section.
4.2.2 Tourist Typologies and Segmentations
Tourists are the most studied stakeholder group in the tourism system. Over the
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past 40 years, aeademies have launehed numerous investigations to elassify tourists 
aecording to different tourism phenomena (Cooper, Fletcher, Fyall, Gilbert, & 
Wanhill, 2005). In order to understand the various tourism impaets that are 
assoeiated with the activities of different tourist types, Cohen (1972) was the first to 
propose a familiarity-strangeness soeiological approaeh to analyse the eharaeteristics 
of different tourists. Flog (1974, 2001) further introduees the classic 
psychocentric-allocentric continuum to expound the destination ehoices of different 
tourists. In addition, P. L. Pearee (1988) advances the diseussions by using the 
“travel eareer ladder” to explain the distinet psyehological needs of different tourists. 
Whilst most scholars employ tourists’ psychological characteristics to set apart the 
diverse mix of tourists, V. L. Smith (1989) uses tourist numbers at a destination as a 
referenee for differentiation.
As tourist research proliferates, researchers are aware of the needs to
understand the complex mix of tourists. Market segmentation is therefore frequently
used to identify different parts of tourist markets whose members have similar needs,
wants, and characteristics (Mill, 1990). This is particularly well utilised to address
the needs for targeted marketing, as tourism organisations ean use greater preeision
in serving and communicating with these people (Mill & Morrison, 2006). Mill and
Morrison (2006) conclude that demographic and socioeconomic, geographic,
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purpose of trip, behavioural, psychographic, product related, and channel of 
distribution are the general bases often used in tourists’ segmentations.
Whilst market segmentation assists researehers and marketers to identify the 
charaeteristies of different tourist types, segmented tourist numbers are also easily 
misinterpreted. For example, McKereher and Chan (2005) eritically examine the 
common practice of asserting tourists who visit certain types of attractions as kinds 
of special interest tourists. They explain that sueh a practiee always smartens up 
statisties to exaggerate the importance of eertain interest groups at the destination, 
but the approach often ereates phantom tourism demand which leads to bad 
destination management deeisions in both the publie and private sectors (McKercher 
& Chan, 2005).
4.2.2.1 Tourist Market Segments and Tourists’ Perceptions
Past research shows that various tourist segments can substantially exhibit
perceptual distinctiveness of a destination’s image (Lubbe, 1998). As Ahmed (1991b)
reminds us the purpose of destination marketing is to alter the existing destination
image of the targeted tourist segments, so as to fit their perceptions more elosely
with the destination’s desired position. For that reason, segmentation is highly
emphasized in destination marketing researeh (Castro, Martin Armario, & Martin
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Ruiz, 2007). Hence, many researehers eonduct their destination image studies in 
various identified tourist segments.
Nationality is frequently employed by destination image researchers as a 
studied market segmentation (Andreu, Bigne, & Cooper, 2000; Carr, 2002; G. Lee 
& Lee, 2009; MeCartney, Nadkami, & Gartner, 2006; Wong, 2004). It highlights 
highly distinguishable subjeets with cultural variation for analysis and shows clear 
marketing implications. Moreover, past studies indieate that tourists with different 
purposes of trip consume the destination differently, and therefore, develop varied 
destination images (Hankinson, 2005; Oppermann, 1996). As a result, purpose of 
trip, such as leisure or business tourism, is also a frequently researched 
segmentation.
However, a number of scholars also examine the destination image of niche 
market segments. Backpaekers and student tourists, for example, are some of the 
well researched niche markets in destination image studies (P.-J. Chen & Kerstetter, 
1999; Murphy, 1999; Sirakaya et al., 2001; Son & Pearce, 2005). In order to 
understand the heterogeneity of tourists’ pereeptions, researehers need to scrutinise 
the segment-speeifie pereeptual strengths and weaknesses of the destination’s image 
(Dolnicar, Grabler, & Mazanec, 1999). Therefore, a elear delimitation of the studied
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tourist market segment(s) is essential in all destination image research.
4.3 The Residents in Tourism
“The residents” in the tourism literature are also commonly known as “the 
hosts” or “the locals” (Simpson & Siguaw, 2008). Apart from its many linguistic 
meanings, it would not be difficult to understand that “the residents” generally refer 
to people who reside, dwell, or have an abode in a place (Weiner & Simpson, 1990a), 
albeit “the place” is delimited to “the destination” in the tourism literature.
The residents or the loeal communities are important stakeholders in the 
tourism system (Easterling, 2005a). The core position of the residents in the tourism 
system gives a raison d ’être for ongoing diseussion in the tourism literature. 
However, tourism academia ironieally has a blind spot in relation to resident topics 
(Inbakaran & Jackson, 2005). A search of popular tourism textbooks also exposes 
that there is literally no discussions on a scholarly definition of “the residents”. 
Therefore, in order to examine the coneept of “the residents”, the literature seareh 
must go beyond tourism literature.
4.3.1 The Residents are the Loeals?
Checker and Fishman (2004) state that the title “the residents” is all about
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identity polities. As Herzog (2003) further explains, the concept has long been 
adopted to establish a distinction between the people who are willing to integrate 
themselves into the community and those who don’t. It is a construction of social 
identity whieh entitles representation for claims of the ehosen land (Gerritsen, 
2003).
However, such centuries-old congruency is challenged by the liquidity of 
modem populations. As Brubaker (1989) points out, settlement without citizenship 
has became increasingly prevalent in Europe and North America. International or 
regional migration means that the people who reside at the destination could either 
be “the native or naturalised loeals” or “the alien residents”. In addition. Me Watters 
(2009) describes the phenomenon that foreign retirees or seasonal communities 
proliferate at destinations for residential exotica as “residential tourism”. Such 
spatial and temporal discontinuity of residency further confuses our perceptions 
about the homeland identity of “the residents”.
4.3.2 The Loeals are the Hosts?
The tourism and hospitality industry hires a notable percentage of foreign 
labour (Sadi & Henderson, 2005), whereas the liquidity of modem populations and 
labour markets point to a blurring of the eonventional eoneept of “the hosts” at the
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destination (McNaughton, 2006). Baum (2007) illustrates the point that the foreign 
workforce provides eheap labour to eover non-skilled jobs and allows hassle-free 
disengagement at the end of the tourist season. Whereas it also supplies immediate 
labour to resolve labour shortage issues for the labour intensive tourism businesses 
(Magnini, 2009). However, when the frontline tourism workforee at a destination is 
predominantly attended by a non-local workforce, it gives rise to a philosophic point 
to question whether it is the locals or the foreign workers “hosting” the tourists.
4.3.3 The Importanee of Defining the Residents
The cross usage of different terms to deseribe “the residents” in the tourism 
literature indicates the ambiguity of its definition. The ambiguity is also evident in 
the eomplex mix of local stakeholders in the destination population. Citizenship and 
resideney have fluid assoeiations in modem populations. This results in individuals 
with different levels of community attachment to the destination (Mason & Cheyne,
2000). Given, as Mason and Cheyne (2000) affirm, the influence of attachment level 
to individuals’ perceptions of tourism at their home plaee, researehers need to 
delimit their own definition of “the residents” in their tourism researeh.
4.3.4 Researching Residents’ Perceptions
Tourism evokes unaeknowledged intimaeies between residents and tourists
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who often have very diverse baekgrounds (Chambers, 1997). However, Chambers 
(1997) argues that limited scholarship has been devoted to understand residents’ 
pereeptions eompared to the ample amount of tourist research. As a result, some 
seholars stand for the critical importance of the residents in tourism and eall for 
ongoing investigation (Easterling, 2005a; Teye, So' nmez, & Sirakaya, 2002).
King, McVey, and Simmons (2000) state the importanee of factoring in the 
pereeptions of loeal stakeholders in designing the marketing image and campaign of 
their place of residence. Prideaux and Cooper (2003) further explain that the gulf 
with residents’ perceptions must be bridged to maximise the effeetiveness and 
aeeeptability of a destination’s marketing initiatives. Diedrieh and Garcia-Buades 
(2009) even propose the use of residents’ perceptions of tourism as indicators of 
destination decline. Considering this study advoeates the inelusion of residents’ 
mental perceptions in tourism researeh, the literature review is not complete without 
a brief referenee to other past tourism and non-tourism studies on residents’ 
pereeptions.
4.3.4.1 Residents’ Perceptions in Destination Image Studies
The existing tourism literature has only a few studies that are related to 
residents’ destination image (Agapito, Mendes, & do Valle, 2010). However, despite
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the limited literature, previous works contribute to the eoneeptualisation of this 
study. Enrique, Gareia, and Bias (2005) partieularly stress that residents have 
influential powers in construeting the image of a destination, and therefore, call for 
including residents’ destination image to ensure the competitiveness of the 
destination.
Schroeder (1996) explains that residents influenee non-residents’ destination 
image through their personal networks. As Walls, Shani, and Rompf (2008) further 
point out, the gratuitous referrals of residents produee potent information in shaping 
non-residents’ perceptions. Residents with a more positive destination image of their 
home region do not only take more reereational aetivities loeally (Enrique et ah,
2005), they are also more likely to reeommend their home region as a destination to 
non-residents, and to support using public funds for tourism projects (Ryan & 
Aicken, 2010; T. Schroeder, 1996). Given the social and political powers of 
residents, it is essential to promote a positive destination image among local 
stakeholder groups at the destination. This prompts the author’s advocaey for 
researching this important but neglected seetor.
Jutla (2000) examines the visual destination image pereeived by residents and 
tourists. It is found that residents and tourists identify different landmarks and have
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varied visual interpretations of the destination. Jutla (2000) explains that the tourists’ 
visual destination image tends to be based on natural and cultural landscapes, whist 
residents projeet their home region aecording to their loeal knowledge and 
familiarity. Notwithstanding, Jutla (2000) only explores residents’ and tourists’ 
visual destination image for landseape conservation. This provokes a meaningful 
question to inquire whether such differences go beyond the “visual component” of a 
destination’s image (P. L. Pearee, 1988). As a result, this provides a theoretieal 
ground for this study to examine “their destination image” (Ryan & Aieken, 2010), 
in other words, the residents’ and tourists’ mental perceptions of the destination.
4.3.4.2 Residents’ Perceptions in Urban Studies
Tourism eonsumes the destination (Jansson, 2003). An important area of 
signifieanee for destination studies is to illustrate the continuous tension between 
residents and tourists over their eonsumption of the destination. Urban studies also 
take an interdisciplinary approach to address the negotiations of consumption of the 
colleetive public realm between different internal and external stakeholder groups 
(Healey, 2002; Short, Benton, Luee, & Walton, 1993). Therefore, it is valuable to 
echo previous literature on urban studies in order to strengthen our understanding of 
the eomplex and contradictive constitution of the destination.
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4.3.4.2.1 Fragmental Images in the Public Realm
The discussions in chapter 2 eonelude the ambiguity of using geographieal or 
political boundaries to define a destination in a tourism context. A similar challenge 
is also experieneed in urban studies. As Donald (1992) explains, people designate a 
named place as displaying coherence and integrity, whereas any plaee boundary is 
merely a form of representation (Healey, 2002). It is the pluralistic actions of people 
that create the key qualities of the “citiness” (Amin & Graham, 1997).
Nevertheless, King (2007) reminds us that it is impossible to experienee a city 
in totality. Since residents with different eultural and économie resources and stages 
of life move around among different nodes and neighbourhoods (Healey, 2002; 
Jansson, 2003), residents inhabit multiple and different spaces and temporalities of 
the city (Bridge & Watson, 2000). Therefore, any resident’s experience and 
perceptions of the city are bound to be limited and partial to a fragment of the eity 
(A. D. King, 2007). As residents only partially intersect with each other, with many 
boundaries, exclusions, dominations, and conflicts within the public realm (Healey, 
2002; C. Young, Diep, & Drabble, 2006), people develop subtly different 
perceptions of what elements constitute “the eity” (Massey, Allen, & Pile, 1999). 
For that reason, Healey (2002) questions the feasibility of developing a robust and
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collective definition of a city.
As a result, instead of using administrative borders, which may not necessarily 
reflect people’s vague mental boundaries of a city (Cinar & Bender, 2007), scholars 
in urban studies suggest the coneept of city imaginaries (Bridge & Watson, 2000; 
Donald, 1992; Healey, 2002; Massey et al., 1999). Bridge and Watson (2000) 
explain that people’s perceptions of a city are constituted by media representations 
and lived practices. Thus, the fundamentals of the concept are to employ people’s 
mental pereeptions to understand the representations of a eity. It is therefore argued 
that the popularity of city imaginaries in urban studies confirms the intellectually 
rigorous eoneept of destination image in tourism research.
Furthermore, as scholars in urban studies illustrate, people’s interactions, 
negotiations, and contestations yield competing narratives and images of the city 
(Cinar & Bender, 2007). This shows the importance of understanding the underlying 
eomplex relations of different stakeholder groups and their perceptions. Hence, it 
validates the signifieanee of examining the residents’ and tourists’ destination 
image.
4.3.4.2.2 Urban Image and Re-imaging
The topic of urban image gamers keen attention in urban studies. This is partly
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because the rapid restrueturing of global eeonomy represents a need for many cities 
to re-orientate their market positions and to attract foreign investment for 
rejuvenating city centres (Bremner, 2000; Short et ah, 1993; C. Young et ah, 2006). 
As a result, governments and authorities develop glossy marketing images to present 
their areas to non-residents (Healey, 2002; Short et al., 1993). Since the nature of 
place image and marketing is for external eonsumption, it provides fertile 
knowledge to eeho the study of destination image and marketing.
Scholars in urban studies argue that the image of a plaee is expressed through 
the practice of the residents’ daily urban lives (Cinar & Bender, 2007). As Jansson 
(2003) illustrates, the decoding and re-encoding of a place’s marketing image takes 
place among the public. Therefore, successful implementation of a place’s 
marketing image relies on engaging local residents and stakeholders to generate a 
deliverable local image (Healey, 2002; Prideaux & Cooper, 2003; C. Young et al.,
2006). However, such emphasis of local intensity is rarely seen in destination image 
literature, and the residents’ perceptions are doomed to be secondary to commercial 
factors (Jansson, 2003).
The social implications of place image have also been widely discussed in the 
urban studies literature. Jansson (2003) points out the dilemma of diffusing a
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dominant image and overlooking the authentic complexities of loeal lives in the 
image creation process. However, despite the fact that place marketing creates 
oversimplified and stereotyped representations of a place (Waitt, 1999), it is 
unavoidable to formulate elear cut attributes and values for promotion purposes 
(Jansson, 2003).
Nevertheless, academic debates in urban studies are particularly heightened 
when it comes to place re-imaging. This is because the promotion of a new plaee 
image for external consumption realigns the interests of various local groups (Short 
et ah, 1993). Young, Diep, and Drabble (2006) explain that a new plaee image 
habitually re-defines the new preferred style of the place, whieh could lead to social 
exclusion and displacement of local groups who no longer fit in the new image 
(Healey, 2002). At the same time, destination re-imaging is a routine practice for 
destination managers to reinvent their destinations for current market trends. This 
spots the limited attention within tourism academia given the various impacts of 
destination image and re-imaging on destination residents.
4.3.4.3 Residents’ Perceptions in Tourism Impacts Studies
Albeit the discussion on residents in the tourism system began in the 1960’s 
(Harrill, 2000), past studies indicate that academic attention has largely focused on
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residents’ pereeptions of the positive and negative tourism impaets on economic, 
environment, and social-eultural aspects (K. Kim, 2002). As Ap (1992) asserts, the 
understanding of tourism impacts on residents aids planners, policymakers, and 
destination marketers to make informed tourism decisions to protect the benefits of 
the host communities. The argument is particularly warranted as the simultaneous 
consumption and production of tourism at a destination means that the impaets of 
tourism aetivities directly concentrate at the destination.
K. Kim (2002) summarises that the development of impact studies first started 
with much emphasis on the economic benefits to the host communities. Academia 
then ventured into the social-cultural impacts of tourism (Harrill, 2000), whereas the 
dominant interest shifted to the environmental impacts of tourism in the 1980’s (K. 
Kim, 2002). Seholars eventually integrated the various impacts of tourism and 
introduced the concept of sustainable tourism in the 1990’s (Garrod & Fyall, 1998; 
K. Kim, 2002).
As research on tourism impacts on local communities develops, aeademies 
expand into investigating residents’ attitudes to tourism development under their 
experienee of tourism impacts (R. W. Lawson, Williams, Young, & Cossens, 1998; 
Mason & Cheyne, 2000; Teye et ah, 2002). Inbakaran and Jackson (2005) further
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the diseussion by questioning the general assumptions by whieh residents are 
viewed to be homogeneous with a uniform response toward tourism. Therefore, 
different attempts have been made to identify the patterns of residents’ profiles and 
their perceptions of tourism (Easterling, 2005b; Inbakaran & Jackson, 2005). 
Easterling (2005a), however, reminds us that previous studies have come to mixed 
conclusions and patterns whieh reflects the needs for further researeh on the topics 
of residents and local stakeholder groups in order to enhance our knowledge of the 
tourism system.
The area of tourism impact studies has experienced different stages of 
development in the past 50 years. It began from the early scholarly work to identify 
its domains. The knowledge then expanded to an understanding of residents’ 
perceptions of tourism impacts. It further developed to investigate the nuaneed 
relationship between residents’ demographic characteristics and their pereeptions of 
tourism impaets. This study now advoeates taking a step further to understand 
residents’ mental pereeptions of the destination. Such a path in impact studies on 
residents may well suggest future directions for residents’ destination image studies.
4.4 Their Gazes, Stereotypes, Images, and Pereeptions
Tourism is vague by nature. It has no definite constituents (Davidson, 2001),
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and therefore, cannot be precisely measured. Consequently, tourism seholars are 
studying phenomena that are heavily based on subjective pereeptions instead of 
objective cognition. Past scholars annotate that tourism is a eonsumption of 
fantasised stereotypes (Holloway, Humphreys, & Davidson, 2009; Urry, 1990, 
2002). Tourists visit a destination to gaze upon scenes that are out of the ordinary, 
whereas various image formation agents foster or exaggerate the things and places 
worthy of our gaze (Gartner, 1993; Jansson, 2002; Urry, 1990, 2002). These gazes 
become access points for tourists in the formation of knowledge about the otherness 
of the destination (Acland, 1998). As Campbell (2005) depicts the spirit of modem 
consumerism, tourism is a process of anticipation, consumption, and evaluation of 
the imaginative touristic gaze.
The notion of tourist gaze was first introduced by Urry’s (1990) book of the
title The Tourist Gaze. The work provides a conceptual framework in sociology to
explain people’s pereeptions of a destination, or in other words, their destination
image. However, a number of scholars criticise Urry’s (1990) work for failing to go
beyond people’s cognitive ocular experienee (Lemelin, 2006; Perkins & Thoms,
2001; Ryan, Hughes, & Chirgwin, 2000). Despite Urry’s agreement on the
multiplicities of the tourist gaze (Franklin, 2001), he argues that sight has long been
regarded as the principal sense in shaping perceptions (Urry, 1992). Nevertheless,
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the controversy of using the metaphor of “gaze” precisely reflects the ambiguity and 
complexity of destination image.
Janes (2008) reminds us that the environment is not just passively seen but is 
filled with meanings interpreted by the viewers. The interpretation of the meanings 
attributed to the place’s markers is dependent on the orientation of the particular 
individuals (M. Young, 1999). The coneept of this viewer-centric approach is 
consistent with Urry’s (1990) argument of tourist gaze. On the other hand, another 
group of seholars stress that it is not the tourists who are objectifying the destination. 
It is rather the tourists who are being caught, manipulated, and captured in the field 
of vision (MaeCannell, 2001). Thus, MacCannell (1973) raises the diseussion of 
staged authenticity constructed by destination residents.
4.4.1 Authentic or Authentically Contrived Destinations
Academia has long been aware of the mental representation of social-physical 
space (T. R. Lee, 1968). It is widely agreed within the context of tourism literature 
that tourists and residents are contesting for the meanings of plaee (Garrod & Fyall, 
1998; Gibson & Davidson, 2004). In addition, residents are deemed to exert little 
control and are bound to make adaptations to the gazes from tourists (Maoz, 2006). 
However, Maoz (2006) points out that whilst most scholars assume tourists hold
9 7
exclusive power to define the gazes, a number of scholars acknowledge the power 
held by the residents.
Cheong and Miller (2000) employ a Foucauldian framework to explicate the 
tripartite power relationships between tourists, residents, and tourism intermediaries. 
It is further explained that tourism intermediaries, sueh as destination management 
offices or the travel trade (Day, Cai, & Murphy, 2012), control the marketing 
resources for fostering particular gazes (McGregor, 2000; Perkins & Thoms, 2001), 
whereas the actual delivery of gazes are the outcomes of negotiation among all 
stakeholders (Massey, 1995). As a result, it is argued that tourists are vulnerable to 
the composite gaze of others (Cheong & Miller, 2000).
MeCannell (1976) and Cohen (1979) suggest that the loeal communities in a 
sophisticated destination are conscious of the presence of the tourists. Therefore, the 
residents are aware of the content of the tourist gaze upon numerous encounters with 
the tourists (Maoz, 2006). As MacCanell (1973) and Boorstin (1992) remark in their 
pursuit of authenticity or extravagant fantasy, tourists often seek “real experience” at 
the destination in the scope of whieh they often intrude into the lives of the local 
communities. Consequently, residents develop eomplex relations with the tourism 
industry and leam to benefit from stereotyping their home region for tourist
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consumption (Maoz, 2006; Volkman, 1990). Tourist spaces and attractions are thus 
organised according to the tourists’ expectation at the destination (Maoz, 2006), 
providing self-fulfilling prophecies to satisfy the perceived experienee of the tourists 
(Boorstin, 1992; Yan & Santos, 2009).
MaeCannell (1976) explains that the artificially contrived facilities allow the 
residents to separate tourists from intruding their daily lives. At the same time, they 
also allow the residents to take advantage of the business opportunities from tourism 
(MacCannell, 1976). Nevertheless, the construction of tourist spaces and attractions 
are subject to the perceptions of the residents upon their visitors. The tourists who 
have limited loeal knowledge about the destination tend not to realise the staging of 
authenticity and are placed under the gazes of the residents (Cheong & Miller, 2000; 
Maoz, 2006). As a result, contemporary tourism is enveloped by various “tourism 
bubbles” that are formed by the mutual gaze of the tourists and the residents.
4.4.2 Bubbles in Tourism
Jaakson (2004) reveals that the eoneept of bubbles in tourism comes from the 
work of French philosophers in the 1960’s. Cohen (1972) was the first to continue 
the discussions in the English literature, whieh V. L. Smith (1989) eventually 
described in the term “tourist bubbles”. Cohen (1972) argues that mass tourists view
9 9
the destination through the perspective walls of their familiar “environmental 
bubbles”. The bubbles represent the tourists’ expectations of the destination 
(Jaeobsen, 2003), in which their biased views insulate them from the “real 
environment” (Jaakson, 2004).
Despite previous studies about residents’ influenee on defining the 
representations of the destination, past scholarship in tourism has principally put 
focus on the tourist side of the bubbles. However, Judd (1999) argues that local 
governments are trying to aceomplish the essence of their cities’ tourist bubbles for 
attracting revenues from foreign consumption. Moreover, researchers in urban 
studies have already extended the concept to investigate the implications of tourist 
bubbles to destination planning. Newman (2002) points out the example of Atlanta’s 
urban renewal programme in the early twentieth century, where political and 
business leaders aimed to shield visitors from the unpleasant African American 
neighbourhoods, by construeting a controlled district that gives a faux-like image of 
the downtown area (Turner & Rosentraub, 2002).
The literature indicates that the bubbles in tourism create a buffer area for both 
the tourists and the residents. The primary function of the bubbles is to provide a 
comfort zone for the tourists to consume their perceived image of the destination.
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Simultaneously, the bubbles create understated core tourist spaces for the residents 
to profit from mass tourism. The residents hold a key position in interpreting the 
image of their home region as a destination, and it is important to note that their 
interpretations are subject to their pereeptions of their home region and their 
perceptions of their visitors’ perceptions. Therefore, successful tourism marketing 
and harmonious tourism development depend on a coherent destination image. 
However, studies have yet to examine the congruence and dissonance of destination 
image between the tourists and the residents.
4.5 Chapter Summary
Whilst globalisation exposes destinations to a wider scope of tourists, the trend 
also leads to the creation of a more universal market. It poses a paradox to the 
essence of tourism, as contemporary mass tourists are in quest for a sense of 
exoticism in a familiar environment (Whitla et ah, 2007). On the other hand, 
globalisation has blurred the differentiation between destinations (Hazbun, 2004), 
marketers are thus in seareh of markers to highlights the uniqueness of their 
destinations (Holcomb, 1999). As a result, the literature review underlines the 
importance of understanding people’s mental perceptions of a destination in a 
globalised tourism market (Tsiotsou & Ratten, 2010).
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This chapter has demonstrated that tourists make pilgrimages to their own 
perceived touristic experience (Urry, 1990). However, tourism aetivities at the 
destination create varied impacts on the welfare of the destination residents 
(Oviedo-Garcia, Castellanos-Verdugo, & Martin-Ruiz, 2008; Parker, 1999). Tourists 
and residents therefore often engage in spatial and temporal contestation over the 
use and meaning of the destination areas (McKercher et al., 2008). The tourists in 
the tourism literature are conventionally perceived as intruders colonising the 
destination by economic means, whereas the residents are regarded as subdued 
indigenous populations. Whilst sueh a view permeates tourism studies through the 
colonial legacy of the past (L'espoir Deseosta, 2006), it neglects the diverse 
relationships between the tourists and the residents.
The literature review has argued that the destination population could hold 
initiatives to profit from tourist eonsumption at the destination. The residents are 
conscious of the tourism dollars and gaze upon the tourists to provide contrived 
tourism products and services (Tucker, 1999). In other words, the residents are 
watching how the tourists are watching the destination (Maoz, 2006). The 
construction of mutual bubbles in tourism marks the necessity to go beyond the 
tourist-centric approach in destination image research. This study is aimed to fill the 
gap by examining the destination image of both the tourists and the residents.
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CHAPTERS METHODOLOGY
Grinnell and Unrau (2011) describe research as a task of “re-searching” within a 
knowledge field. It is a process of the investigation of information in a systematic 
protocol. It discovers the underlying principles of real world phenomena, in other 
words, research is the creation of knowledge (Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 2012). 
As a result, any doctoral research with solid philosophical underpinnings 
necessitates a discussion of the fundamentals of knowledge. It elucidates the 
author’s paradigm in research. It is the clue to the author’s philosophical perspective 
in breaking down the complexity of reality (Patton, 2002), and consequently, 
provides rationales for their choice of researeh tools for their studies.
5.1 The Science of Research
Research satisfies the inquisitive human consciousness (Watt & van den Berg, 
1995). Research in the broadest sense includes all aetivities that involve the 
collection of information to come up with reasoning to the surroundings. However, 
as Watt and van der Berg (1995) illustrate, people’s native thoughts are not acting 
with the awareness of the roles of science. There is a divider between native inquiry 
and scientific investigation which is regarded as “researeh” in the academic 
community.
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Scientific research must be reliable, valid, and representative (MeNeill & 
Chapman, 2005). The objective of conducting research is to further the boundary of 
justified true beliefs. As Sekaran (2013) illustrates, research is an organised, 
systematic, data-based, critical, objective, scientific inquiry or investigation into a 
specific problem. Therefore, scientific research is an inquiry conducted according to 
certain systematically informed guidelines which secure the rigour of the work 
(Kerlinger & Lee, 2000). Although the academic community generally agrees on the 
distinctive qualities of scientific research, researchers from different knowledge 
fields have different perspectives on the nature of reality, constitution of acceptable 
knowledge and the role of values in researeh (Saunders et al., 2012).
Their divergence could be summarised very roughly into natural science and 
social science as the two divisions of academic scholarships (Rudner, 1954). Natural 
science is the study of the nature. Extensive use of quantitative data is employed in 
the study of quantitative phenomena and their relationships. It is the quest of 
understanding the laws of the universe in whieh the results are definite and objective 
(Hempel, 1966). Therefore, natural science pursues the preciseness of estimation 
and prides itself on its generality.
Conversely, social science studies human societies. It is an inquiry into the
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context of social phenomena. Social science is exposed to results that are less 
structured than the laws of the universe. This is because human thoughts and 
behaviours are so complex and the situations are indefinite and subjective (Rudner, 
1966). Scholars of social science would typically adopt qualitative methods for 
in-depth investigation and quantitative methods for result verification (D. L. Morgan, 
2007). Hence, disciplines in social science tend to adopt a wider range of research 
paradigms.
5.2 Research Paradigm
Research paradigm is the philosophical framework which reflects a researcher’s 
orientation about the world (Creswell, 2013). It outlines their manner and strategies 
in examining phenomena (Saunders et ah, 2012). In particular, the research 
paradigm of a researcher encompasses their stands on the existence of reality 
(ontology), their relationship with knowledge (epistemology) and their discovery of 
knowledge (methodology) (Guba, 1990). Hence, the research paradigm of a 
researcher provides clues to their approaches to research, as well as their choices of 
research designs and tools. It, thus, also illustrates their exploration of new research 
methods (Easterby-Smith, Thorpe, & Jackson, 2008).
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5.2.1 Theoretical Clashes between Research Paradigms
The two classical research paradigms are broadly represented by the theoretical 
schools of positivism and interpretivism. Positivism as a philosophy of science 
notably originated from Auguste Comte’s rejection of metaphysics as highlighted by 
his idea of the Law of Three Stages (H. F. Cohen, 1994). Epistemologically 
speaking, a positivist researcher is independent from their study of a phenomenon 
(Guba & Lincoln, 1994). The pursuit of their study is to seek causal laws or 
relationships between variables. As a result, positivism centres on describing 
phenomena that can be measured in an objective and value-free manner (Guba, 
1990). A positivist inquiry commonly involves highly structured methods that 
require randomised samples of large sizes to ensure its reliability (Saunders et al., 
20E0.
Yet, there are limits to what questions can be addressed by a particular research 
paradigm (Rosenberg, 1988). As such, the inquiries of meanings are beyond the 
philosophical doctrine of positivism. Social realms are actively constructed and 
re-constructed by individuals whose consciousness is not prescribed by laws of 
cause and effect. It is because human beings have the capacity and power to 
interpret stimuli, and thus, respond to them in dissimilar ways (Hollis, 1994). As a
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result, reality is subjected to the interpretation of individual minds, and therefore, 
multiple perceived realities co-exist intersubjectively (Guba & Lincoln, 1994). The 
emphasis of interpretivism centres on the understandings of subjectivity via 
naturalistic methods. Hence, an interpretivist inquiry is value-laden. The samples are 
commonly small in size and purposefully selected to reflect the context of the 
inquiry (Saunders, 2011).
Nevertheless, the theoretical clashes between the two polarised schools of 
thought have a deep divide in a researcher’s intellectual output. Postivist research is 
a collective reflection of the universe or the social institution, whereas a interpretive 
research is an individual elucidation of the universe or the social institution (J. K. 
Smith & Heshusius, 1986). In other words, a positivist researcher mirrors the reality. 
An interpretivist researcher, on the other hand, pictures a reality of theirs and their 
researched subjects. Such ontological and epistemological distinctions between the 
schools illustrate the conventional stand on mono-method (Sale, Lohfeld, & Brazil, 
2002).
5.2.2 Research Paradigm as a Fluid Concept
In fact, research paradigm is a fluid concept (Collis & Hussey, 2009). People’s 
perceptions of knowledge and reality have changed overtime (Rosenberg, 1988), as
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new research paradigms emerge to supplement the perceived inadequacies of earlier 
paradigms (D. L. Morgan, 2007). Such a paradigm shift, for example, is witnessed 
in the rise of post-positivism in social science inquiries.
Yet, the rise and fall of paradigms is at times misguidedly simplified as the 
changes in beliefs and practices in a whole discipline (D. L. Morgan, 2007). Such a 
puristic view of epistemic rigidity fails to acknowledge the varying goals that are 
sought by humans’ insatiable quests for knowledge. Many disciplines, especially 
those in the realm of social sciences, are not governed by a single research paradigm 
(Masterman, 2004).
For that reason, G. Morgan and Smirich (1980) challenge the ideology of 
monopolising a chosen paradigm as the supreme tenet of research. It is stressed that 
different and equally legitimate approaches to inquiry can co-exist within a 
discipline (J. K. Smith & Heshusius, 1986). A paradigm only serves to categorise 
the insights of a particular group of individuals who share common epistemic 
choices (Kuhn & Hacking, 2012). Nevertheless, people’s choices are constantly 
evolving.
5.2.3 The Continuum of Research Paradigms
As a result, it is argued that research paradigms should be perceived more like
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fluid philosophical propositions, and less like claims of philosophical territories. 
Research paradigms are a continuum with positivism and interpretivism being the 
extremities (Collis & Hussey, 2009; G. Morgan & Smircich, 1980), with different 
schools of thought proliflcally labelled by research textbooks (Guba & Lincoln, 
1994; Saunders et ah, 2012).
Collis and Hussey (2009) also remind us that most researchers rarely adopt their 
philosophical assumptions in a pure form. In particular, the philosophical 
assumption of a researcher is characterised by the complexity of indefinite human 
thoughts. It is debatable whether a researcher could in point of fact declare their 
position at a particular spot rather than in a vague zone on the continuum. Hence, the 
philosophical assumption of a researcher is more ambiguous than research textbooks 
suggest.
5.2.4 Pragmatism as a Standpoint of the Research Paradigm
As opposed to polarising the perspectives of different researchers, the study 
here argues that research strategies should fundamentally focus on addressing the 
dissimilar natures of the particular research questions of each piece of research. It is 
because the basis of scientific inquiry is to question. In other words, research 
questions are the bona fide locus of each scientific inquiry.
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In order to probe into the research questions, suitable methodological choices 
must be duly employed. Consequently, it is only appropriate to consider 
methodology as the core philosophical assumption of research. As a result, the 
stances of epistemology and methods revolve around the determined methodology. 
Such a pragmatic approach is illustrated by D. L. Morgan (2007) as in Figure 5-1.
________Figure 5-1 Methodology at the Centre________
Epistemology
Methods
Methodology
Thus, the pragmatic approach is unlike a metaphysical paradigm which
prioritises a researcher’s ontology above all. As Feilzer (2010) argues, researchers
who have a rigid philosophical stance may be blinded in the selection of research
tools. In contrast, the pragmatic approach puts the research question as the principal
(Feilzer, 2010). It provides mediating perspectives that overcome the polarised
distinctions imposed by the top-down approach of a metaphysical paradigm
(Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011). As a result, the essence of the pragmatic approach
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is to seek for the epistemological and technical warrants of the research (D. L. 
Morgan, 2007). Such an approach of pragmatism represents the researcher’s view of 
scientific inquiry.
5.2.5 Pragmatism and Mixed-method Research
Pragmatism is an approach which empowers researchers to view the universe in 
a way being free from the dichotomy of philosophical divide (Creswell & Plano 
Clark, 2011; James & Gunn, 2000). It provides the philosophical stance for 
mixed-method research (Biesta, 2010; Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998). In particular, 
this type of inquiry may combine elements of quantitative and qualitative research 
approaches for the breadth and depth of corroboration (Johnson & Onwuegbuzie,
2007).
Yet, controversy is also ignited about the philosophical stance of “mixing up” 
different schools of thought which possess ontological and epistemological 
distinctions (Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004). It is because quantitative and 
qualitative research approaches are for measuring different phenomena (Sale et al., 
2002). The renewed popularity of mixed-method inquiries since the 1980’s adds to 
another dimension of the paradigm wars between social scientists (Kloppenberg, 
1996; Mackenzie & Knipe, 2006). Their embrace of multiple paradigmatic traditions
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is especially criticised by philosophical purists (Greene, 2008; Kloppenberg, 1996; 
Onwuegbuzie & Leech, 2005).
Advocators of pragmatism and mixed-method approach unremittingly 
emphasize their philosophical liberty (Mackenzie & Knipe, 2006). Philosophical 
reasoning has hitherto rarely been declared by pragmatic researchers in previous 
mixed-method literature (Feilzer, 2010). However, it is stressed that having the 
freedom to choose research tools does not override the need for having justified 
choices. In point of fact, pragmatic researchers do have an account on their 
philosophical stances. Given the degree of philosophical liberty, it is paramount for 
pragmatic researchers to clearly demonstrate that their ontological and 
epistemological logic is pragmatic, yet, justifiable.
5.3 The Study
Research is constrained by the availability of data, costs, time and other 
resources. Whilst there are different approaches to conduct research on a given 
social phenomenon, the research design here is bound by the purpose of this study 
(L. Cohen, Manion, Morrison, & Bell, 2011). It is emphasized that the choice of 
methodology must satisfy the particular research questions (Zikmund, 2000). 
Therefore, there is no clue to assess the value of a piece of research without
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understanding its methodology (Wellington & Szczerbinski, 2007). A discussion of 
the research procedures, data collection and analysis in the following sections 
illustrate the rigour of this study on researching tourists’ and residents’ image of 
London as a leisure destination.
5.3.1 London as the Research Destination
London is one of the most visited city destinations in the world (Hedrick-Wong, 
2012). It accounts for 54 per cent of inbound arrivals to the UK. In other words, it 
represents 15.5 million visitors with an estimated spending of ten billion Pound 
Sterling in 2012 ("Inbound Tourism - Updated April 2013," 2013). As a result, the 
scale of tourism activities in London stands for its significance as a research 
destination.
Furthermore, London is endowed with iconic cosmopolitan areas (M. Elliott,
2008). The city’s instantly recognisable image is, nevertheless, well-established and 
well-communicated on the global stage. In point of fact, this study is extended to 
destination residents as a less researched population in a major tourist destination. 
London as an established and mature destination provides an ideal platform for 
investigating the new boundary of knowledge in destination image.
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The choice of researching London also involves practical considerations. In 
particular, the location of London is in close geographical proximity to the 
researcher and the University of Surrey. It implies advantages on coordinating 
fieldwork with limited resources. This study, for example, secured endorsement and 
support from VisitBritain, in connection with the London tourist office, on data 
collection.
5.3.2 London’s International Tourists and Local Residents as the Research 
Populations
The discussions in the literature review chapters have scruntinised the roles and 
definitions of tourists and residents being two core stakeholder groups in the tourism 
system. As shown in Chapter 4.2.1.1, domestic and international tourists perceive 
the same destination differently. Having acknowledged the reality that domestic 
tourism is larger than international tourism by estimated revenue and visitation 
numbers ("UK Tourism Statistics 2013," 2013), this study, however, focuses on 
international tourists. The tourist population in the study is delimited as international 
tourists who visited London mainly for leisure purposes and stayed in the city for at
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least 24 hours.
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The decision not only reflects the fact that most destination image studies 
investigate leisure tourism, academics of tourist studies, both in destination image or 
other research areas, also demonstrate stronger attention to international tourists. 
However, the choice of international tourists as one of the research populations fits 
in this study in the larger sense. It is because the essence of this study is to 
investigate the perceptual differences of tourists and residents being users of the 
same physical spaces.
Although the comparison between domestic tourists and local residents could 
be equally interesting from both practical and academic points of view, their 
socio-economic proximity between Londoners and non-Londoners may result in 
more coherent perceptions. It, thus, may shadow this study’s concept of introducing 
destination residents to destination image research. Therefore, this study compares 
international tourists and local residents.
As discussed in Chapter 4.3.1, the liquidity of modem populations challenges 
our conventional notion of “the local residents”. Its implication is, in particular, 
significant to today’s globalised metropolises, such as London. For that reason, this 
study employs residency and the individuals’ willingness to integrate into their home 
community for delimitation (Herzog, 2003). The local residents of this study are
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individuals who are on the UK Electoral Roll and have lived in central London areas 
for at least three years. Central London areas were Camden, City of London and 
Westminster which include the major tourism zones visited by tourists.
5.3.3 The Inquiry of Destination Image as a Subjective Topic
Destination image is a subjective representation. It is the mental perceptions 
that individuals have of a named touristic place. In particular, destination image 
inherits the vague boundaries of both “destination” and “image” as discussed in the 
literature review chapters. The measurement of destination image is further 
complicated by the task of simplifying the innumerable meanings and elements that 
are attached to a named place (Prebensen, 2007). Thus, it is concluded that any 
research on destination image is a study of subjectivity.
Previous attempts have been made by scholars to explore destination image 
through various qualitative methods (Ryan & Cave, 2005). Despite the subjective 
nature of the topic, destination image is nevertheless commonly studied as a social 
phenomenon. Thus, a vast majority of past literature is quantitative-dominant 
research with attributes measured in the forms of Likert-type and bi-polar scales 
(Dolnicar & Griin, 2012; Echtner & Ritchie, 1991). It is the collective opinion 
patterns of the respondents that captivate most academic attention after all.
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For that reason, the hybrid use of scales and open-ended questions as proposed 
by Echtner and Ritchie (1993) has been adopted as the mainstream methodology for 
destination image research. Such a survey structure has the advantage of the 
statistical validity and reliability of closed-end scales, and at the same time, employs 
open-ended questions to explore the holistic aspect of the destination’s image 
(Stepchenkova & Morrison, 2008). Yet, as Echtner and Jamal (1997) point out, the 
academic attention of social scientists is skewed by the pursuit of a more “scientific” 
appearance. Past studies mostly discuss quantifying the survey data for statistical 
analysis, whereas the construction of cognitive scales is taken in a less meticulous 
manner.
Tapachai and Waryszak (2000) particularly highlight their concerns over the 
use of irrelevant scales for measuring destination image. In point of fact, a majority 
of past destination image studies habitually adopt their scales from previous work 
and introduce minor adjustments according to the researcher’s perspectives (Hui & 
Wan, 2003; McCartney, 2006; O'Leary & Deegan, 2005). Some studies even give no 
explanation as to the construction of their scales (Rittichainuwat, Qu, & Brown, 
2001; Ryan & Aicken, 2010). The heavy involvement of a researcher’s a priori 
assumptions clouds the subjectivity of the respondents (Stergiou & Airey, 2011).
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Although such custom is the practical trade-off given constrained research resources, 
it, however, creates heavy bias hampering the rigour of their scales.
Image is a complex network of meanings stored in the memory (ten Klooster, 
Visser, & de Jong, 2008). As Finkelstein (2007) further explains, people’s 
interpretation of an image is conditioned by different social contexts. Therefore, the 
subjective image interpretation and the uniqueness of the destination discount the 
generality of scales. For that reason, it is the foremost insistence of this study here to 
duly reflect the subjective mental perceptions of the participants.
Consequently, the research is designed to be a two-stage mixed-method 
investigation. Once the core elements of London’s image as a leisure destination are 
identified, it would then be appropriate to launch a large scale survey to identify the 
opinion patterns of both populations. Such research design benefits from employing 
mixed methods which balance the need for statistical analysis of image to achieve 
scientific statistics without oversimplifying the complexity of reality (Walle, 1997).
5.3.3.1 Stage I: Image Scale Construction via Q-sort
Image is subjective by nature. Thus, the researcher is required to employ a 
technique which puts subjectivity at issue in order to develop a set of appropriate
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scales for destination image measurement. First developed by Stephenson (1935), 
Q-method is a quantitative technique for eliciting, evaluating, and comparing 
qualitative human subjectivity (Robbins & Krueger, 2000). The method makes the 
richness of qualitative information tangible (Duenckmann, 2010), and at the same 
time, reduces the personal bias of the researcher (Robbins & Krueger, 2000). It 
allows the researcher to appraise the measuring attributes of image before stepping 
into further data collection.
Q-method involves individuals sorting their viewpoints by ranking a set of 
statements, from which the sorting outcomes are evaluated by factor analysis 
(Danielson, 2009). It reveals the structure of viewpoints by clustering the opinion 
patterns of the respondents (Akhtar-Danesh, Baumann, & Cordingley, 2008). 
Nevertheless, the current study does not primarily aim to explore the segmented 
perspectives and profiles of the tourists and the residents. The core value of 
Q-method to this study rests on the sorting of statements.
Q-sort is the procedure of ranking a set of statements according to the 
respondents’ levels of agreement. The sorting introduces a mechanism for the 
respondents to express their subjectivity in a systematic manner (Barry & Proops, 
1999). Despite the fact that the researcher’s a priori assumptions could still be
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imposed on the research through the construction of statements and selection of 
participants (Robbins & Krueger, 2000), however, the respondents have the decisive 
power to judge whether the statements reflect the value and significance of their 
perspectives (Stergiou & Airey, 2011).
The statements that are indicated with low associations with the destination’s 
image are filtered from further analysis. Conversely, statements that reveal the 
destination’s image held by the respondents are adopted as the cognitive image 
attributes in the upcoming survey. The Q-sort is designed to reflect the subjectivity 
of the respondents’ perspectives. This mechanism ensures that the selection of 
attributes is based on a posteriori knowledge of the researcher. The results can then 
be used to create an attribute list for the subsequent quantitative phase of this study 
(Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998). As a result, the introduction of Q-sort improved the 
reliability and validity of the destination image measurement of this study.
5.3.3.1.1 The Q-sort
(1) The sources -  An extensive search of secondary information was carried
out in seeking the attributes which best summarise London’s numerous associations
as a destination. Excerpts from current tourism marketing materials of London were
used for initiating attribute statements. These quotes originated from an assortment
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of online and offline materials of Visit London, Visit Britain, travel media and the
travel trade. Materials were collected both in London and tourist origins in order to
ensure a wide coverage of sources. The initial list consisted of 56 statements
covering a wide spectrum of dimensions which are recurrently employed to portray
London as a leisure destination.
Table 5-1 Q-samples
London is an affordable place to visit 
London has pleasant weather 
London is a year-round destination 
London is a gay friendly destination 
London has a unique slq^line 
London has a diverse art and cultural scene 
London has fascinating museums and galleries 
London has profound associations with the Royal family 
London has interesting history 
London is an ideal location for meetings and exhibitions 
London is a pedestrian friendly destination 
London has plenty o f open spaces 
London has a large variety o f shops and department stores 
London has interesting open markets 
London has historical landmarks 
London is easy to get around 
London is the symbol o f England 
London is a trendsetter 
London is value for money to visit 
London has recognisable film and TV locations 
London provides a wide range of accommodation choices 
London has busy nightlife 
London people are friendly
London is an accessible destination for disabled tourists 
London has modem landmarks 
London has high standards o f tourism services 
London provides a sophisticated selection o f restaurants 
London has great pubs and bars_______________________
London is easy to get to from overseas 
London is great for kids and family to visit 
London is a safe place to visit 
London has world-class theatres and musicals 
London is home to famous sport tournaments 
London has an efficient public transport system 
London is a cyclist friendly destination 
London has beautiful rivers and waterways 
London is clean 
London is a  multi-cultural city 
London has great food
London attraction tickets are reasonably priced
London has plenty o f free museums and activities
London accommodations are reasonably priced
London has professional tour guides
London has interesting sightseeing tours
London is associated with famous great persons in history
London has special events all year round
London is a hub to travel to the rest o f southern England
London is a hub to travel to the UK
London is a hub to travel to the continental Europe
London provides convenient telecommunication services
London is worth visiting again
London is attractive to first-time visitors
London is attractive to repeat visitors
London is easy to travel for non-English speaking tourists
London provides shopping experience in all price ranges
London has high quality o f accommodation services_____
(2) The pilot tests -  14 pilot participants were invited to review the 56 initial 
statements which would eventually be used in Q-sort. They were a mix of native and 
non-native English speakers who eame from within and outside academia. These 
pilot participants provided eomments to refine the elarity and coverage of the initial 
statements. The statements were then tested by four postgraduate researchers for
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trial Q-sort. The full set of initial statements (Q-samples) is displayed in Table 5-1.
(3) The Samples -  Barry and Proops (1999) denote that as few as 12
participants (P-samples) can generate statistically meaningful results in Q-sort. This
is due to the fact that each participant is performing a series of sorts which generate
a large amount of sample judgments in total. Saunders (2011) concludes from
previous literature that such small carefully selected purposive P-samples are likely
to be adequate, whereas a larger P-sample size would be demanded if the population
was more heterogeneous.
Table 5-2 Profile of Tourist Respondents
Gender T R Age group T R
Male 7 11 20 years old or below 2 0
Female 13 9 21 - 3 0  years old 8 6
3 1 - 4 0  years old 3 3
Highest attended education T R 41 -  50 years old 2 6
Primary school or below 0 0 5 1 - 6 0  years old 0 2
Secondary school 2 0 61 years old or above 5 3
College (non degree), diploma, associate degree 4 2
Bachelor degree 8 6 Monthly net personal income T R
Postgraduate diploma / degree or above 6 12 £1,500 or below 7 7
£1,501-£2,500 5 5
Marital status T R £2,501-£3,500 5 2
Single 10 11 £3,501-£4,500 1 3
Married /  civil union 8 7 £4,501-£5,500 2 1
Divorced 2 1 £5,001 or above 0 2
Widowed 0 1
Visitation history to London T -
Country o f  origin T - First-time visitor 10
Australia 5 Repeated visitor 10
Italy 4
France 3 London visit(s) T -
Brazil 1 1 10
China 1 2 5
Hong Kong 1 3 2
Japan 1 4 3
Malaysia 1
Russia ' 1 Length o f  residency in London - R
Taiwan 1 5 years or below 6
United States o f America 1 6 -  10 years 7
1 1 -1 5  years 1
1 6 -2 0  years 2
21 years or above 4
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Diverse P-sample sizes have been employed in different research studies of 
Q-method (Duenckmann, 2010; Fairweather & Swaffield, 2002; Hurd, Beggs, & 
Fokken, 2009; ten Klooster et al., 2008). Yet, it is also argued that a P-sample size of 
40 is more than adequate (Akhtar-Danesh et al., 2008; Barker, 2008). Given that this 
study is investigating the heterogeneous populations of the tourists and the residents 
of London, a more conservative approach is adopted. Thus, 20 P-samples from each 
stakeholder group were recruited for this study. They formed a larger P-sample size 
of 40 participants in the first stage of the inquiry. The demographic profiles of both 
respondent groups are reported in Table 5-2.
The Britain and London Visitor Centre was selected to conduct the tourist 
fieldwork given its neutral location, physical facilities and endorsement from Visit 
Britain. Tourists who visited the Centre were invited to take part in the researeh. The 
recruited volunteers were escorted to the meeting room of the Centre where the 
research took place. The tourist P-samples for the Q-sort consisted of international 
tourists who visited London mainly for leisure purposes and stayed in the city for at 
least 24 hours. On the other hand, the resident P-samples were collected through 
snowballing the researcher’s network. The resident respondents must have lived in 
central London areas for at least three years.
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(4) The fieldw ork- The respondents were instructed to read through the entire 
set of statements as written on individual eards. They were then required to sort the 
cards according to their level of agreement ranging from “not associated with 
London”, “associated with London”, to “highly assoeiated with London”. The 
procedures were followed by a post-sorting interview in order to understand the 
participants’ sorting decisions of the eards that were plaeed on both extreme ends 
(Gallagher & Porock, 2010). The information from the interviews ensured that the 
decision process of the participants was well understood. Particularly, it enriches the 
findings of this study by scrutinising those rejeeted aspects of London’s destination 
marketing. Their implieations will be further discussed in Chapter 7.1.4.
(5) The criteria and results -  This study aims to introduce the technique of
Q-sort to address the challenges of constructing a reliable and valid image scale. The
essence of this procedure is to identify those key aspects of London being a leisure
destination as perceived by the respondents. Thus, criteria were established to guide
the identification of public consensus. In order to be aecepted for the second phase
of this research, the attribute statements must be accepted by both populations. In
short, an attribute had to be considered by either 70 per cent of respondents as
“highly associated with London”, or to reach a combined 90 per cent gauge as
“associated / highly associated with London”. The three scenarios of the passing
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criteria are illustrated in Table 5-3.
Table 5-3 Selection Criteria of Cognitive Attributes
Tourist respondents Resident respondents
Scenario 1 Highly associated <  70% Highly associated < 70%
Scenario 2 Assoeiated + Highly associated < 90% Highly associated < 70%
(or) Highly associated < 70% Associated + Highly associated < 90%
Scenario 3 Associated + Highly associated < 90% Associated + Highly associated < 90%
It is acknowledged that the eriteria are arbitrary. Yet, they nevertheless provided 
a rigorous threshold for the selection process (Appendix 1). Each of the passed 
attributes unmistakably captures eonsent from an absolute majority of both 
populations. As a result, it is argued that the final list of 21 attributes duly reflects 
the key perceived aspects of London as a leisure destination. The attributes that were 
screened in for the main survey are reported in Table 5-4.
Table 5-4 Final Set of Cognitive Attribute Statements
A diverse art and cultural scene Attractive to first-time visitors
Fascinating museums and galleries A multi-cultural city
Profound associations with the Royal family A hub to travel to the UK
Interesting history Associations with famous great persons in history
An ideal location for meetings and exhibitions Special events all year round
A hub to travel to eontinental Europe A hub to travel to the rest o f southern England
Interesting open markets Interesting sightseeing tours
Historical landmarks A large variety o f shops and department stores
Easy to get around Worth visiting again
Great pubs and bars Home to famous sport tournaments
World-class theatres and musicals
The stage I of the research produced a set of image statements whieh 
recapitulates the cognitive mental perceptions of tourists and residents in London. 
The results enhanced the validity and reliability of destination image measurement.
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The research then progressed to the stage of surveying the mental perceptions of 
tourists and residents of London as a leisure destination
5.3.3.2 Stage II: Image Measurement via Survey
As discussed in Chapter 5.3.1, the hybrid use of closed-end attribute scales and 
open-ended questions was in line with the generally accepted practice for measuring 
destination image (Dolnicar & Griin, 2012; Echtner & Ritchie, 1993). The cognitive, 
affective and conative image components were covered respectively in the 
self-administered questionnaires. The second phase of the research continued 
expanding beyond the conventional tourist-centric boundary of destination image 
studies by including the destination resident population. Furthermore, the 
investigation also included a number of action questions. These questions aim to 
explore the implications of inculcating favourable destination image in the public. 
The results tangibly provided a means to justify the significance of destination 
image and its studies
5.3.3.2.1 Questionnaire Design
(1) Screening questions -  The tourist questionnaire began with two screening 
questions to ensure that the respondents were international leisure tourists who
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stayed in London for at least 24 hours. Whereas resident respondents were asked if 
they have been living in central London for no less than three years. The criteria are 
consistent with the first phase of the research.
(2) Open-ended questions -  The respondents were asked to express their 
factual and emotional associations of London as a leisure destination. The purpose 
of using open-ended questions is to address the vague boundaries of image (Jenkins, 
1999; McGehee & Meng, 2006; Pike, 2002; Prebensen, 2007; Tapachai & Waryszak, 
2000). The unstructured and open-ended questions explore perspectives that could 
be beyond the covered sphere of the metric measurement. In order to encourage the 
respondents to provide new information, open-ended questions were placed before 
the cognitive and affective attribute scales to avoid bias or noise led by 
preconception of attributes on which they had already commented.
(3) Cognitive attribute scales -  Likert-type scale has long been regarded as 
the mainstream tool for destination image measurement (Alhemoud & Armstrong, 
1996; Echtner & Ritchie, 1991; Gartner, 1993). This summative rating scale is 
named after its founder (Likert, 1932), to which the respondents are requested to rate 
a set of statements on a multi-point scale. It is developed to generate numerical data 
for descriptive and inferential statistical analysis. Past scholars attribute the
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popularity of Likert-type scale to its simplicity and reliability (ten Klooster et ak, 
2008; Wellington & Szczerbinski, 2007). The research design is easy for the 
respondents to understand, whilst it also produces rich quantitative data for the 
researchers.
A majority of destination image research solely puts attention on the ratings of 
the attributes. This tendency is possibly due to the heavy use of Likert-type scales in 
this research area, as Likert (1967) assumes that all attributes are equally influential 
to the overall perception. Hence, past researchers implement their destination image 
research with an assumption that the weighting of all cognitive attributes are in 
equilibrium.
However, such a view is challenged by Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) who argue 
that different attributes carry varying weighting of beliefs. Murdy & Pike (2012) and 
Deng (2007) also stresses that perception attributes have two dimensions which 
express the attributes’ value and significance to the respondents. A number of 
previous destination image studies provide examples of measuring both the 
performance and the importance of a destination’s attributes (Joppe et al., 2001; 
O'Leary & Deegan, 2005; Qu, Li, & Chu, 2000).
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As ten Klooster, et al. (2008) conclude, image is an overall evaluation and 
weighting of salient beliefs. It is important to explore how respondents think about 
the attributes, but also, how much do the attributes matter to them (N. Chen & Funk, 
2010; D. Kim & Perdue, 2011). Thus, the current study explores both dimensions of 
the cognitive attributes (performance and importance) to reflect the perceptions of 
the tourists and the residents. The cognitive image section of the questionnaires 
consists of two parts which explored the respondents’ level of agreement and their 
perceived importance towards the 21 attributes.
(4) Affective attribute scales -  Four two-dimensional bi-polar scales of 
“sleepy -  arousing”, “unpleasant -  pleasant”, “gloomy -  exciting” and “distressing -  
relaxing” were employed in this study to measure the affective component of 
London’s destination image. The scales demonstrate the emotional experience of the 
respondents towards the destination. They were originally designed by Russell, 
Ward, and Pratt to assess people’s affective judgment on environments (Russell, 
1980; Russell, Ward, & Pratt, 1981). Baloglu & Brinberg (1997) later introduced the 
use of theses scales for measuring the affective image of a destination.
(5) Conative attribute scale -  The conative component of destination image is 
a conclusion of an individual’s impression of a destination. People develop their
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final perception after balancing their cognitive evaluation and affective appraisal. A 
bi-polar scale was asked to examine the respondents’ overall comment on London.
(6) Action questions -  As discussed in Chapter 3.3, a majority of destination 
image literature only describes the perceptions of the researched populations. The 
factual implications of their perception patterns are rarely explored. In response to 
such deficiency, both questionnaires here included action questions to reveal the 
relationship of perceived destination image and level of public support towards 
tourism initiatives (Zhang, Fu, Cai, & Lu, 2014). The statements of action questions 
are listed in Table 5-5.
_________________________Table 5-5 Action Questions_________________________
Tourists Residents
I will recommend London as a place to visit I will recommend London as a place to visit
I will visit London again I will support developments and policies for London’s tourism
I will welcome seeing more tourists in London 
____________________________________________________ I will support spending public money on promoting London’s tourism
(7) Travel experience and demographic questions — Both tourist and resident 
respondents were asked to shed light on their perceptions on which competing 
destination provides the most similar tourist experience to London. Such 
information produces strategic intelligence to identify and benchmark London’s core 
competitors being a leisure destination. Moreover, a number of questions regarding 
the respondents’ travel history and demographics were also asked for analyses. The 
topics of the questions are reported in Table 5-6.
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Table 5-6 Travel Experience and Demographic Questions
Tourists Residents
International travel frequency International travel frequency
The most similar destination to London The most similar destination to London
Nationality Length o f residency in London
Gender Nationality
Age group Ethnicity
Education Gender
Net income Age group
Education
Net income
(8) Pilot test -  Once the design of the questionnaires was completed, they 
were put to test with 30 tourist and resident pilot respondents respectively. The 
initial results indicated that the questionnaires appear to be clear and useful for 
measuring destination image. The internal reliability and consistency of the data are 
satisfactory. The final version of both the tourist and resident questionnaires are 
appended in Appendix 2 and Appendix 3.
5 3 3 .2 2  The Sampling and Samples
(1) Sample size -  Using data from questionnaire survey for factor analysis is a 
widely accepted technique in destination image studies (Pike, 2002). However, 
academics have been engaged in continuous debate on the amount of sample size 
needed for meaningful analysis (Pett, Lackey, & Sullivan, 2003). It is important to 
include a large enough sample size to avoid erroneous conclusions with unstable 
factor patterns. Whereas it is also reminded that even in statistical terms, increasing 
sample size decreases the width of the confidence interval at a given confidence
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level (Zikmund, 2000). Researchers should therefore be aware of the law of 
diminishing returns in determining an acceptable sample size for their studies.
The recommendations from previous studies are usually stated in terms of 
minimum sample size or minimum ratio of samples-to-variables. Guadagnoli and 
Velicer (1998), for example, suggest a minimum sample size of 100 -  200 
participants, whilst Comrey and Lee (1992) consider 200 — 300 participants as fair to 
good. Alternatively, Long (1983) argues that 5 participants per attribute is 
satisfactory, whereas other scholars demand for 10 or more participants per attribute 
(Everitt, 1975; Pett et al., 2003).
Nonetheless, it is also argued that the core argument should lay on the strength 
of the data instead of a definitive quantity of samples (MacCallum, Widaman, Zhang, 
& Hong, 1999). Given that destination image studies tend to have larger numbers of 
variables, a more conservative approach will be adopted by the researcher. Therefore, 
if the study is expected to have about 20 to 30 attributes, a sample size of 200 to 300 
participants is aimed for the tourist group and resident group respectively.
(2) Sampling Strategies -  The tourist and resident respondents of the survey
were asked to complete a self-administered questionnaire (Appendix 2 and
Appendix 3). The tourist survey was conducted at the Britain and London Visitor
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Centre as justified in Chapter 5.3.1.1.1. The tourists of the survey were delimited as 
international visitors who visit London for a minimum of 24 hours mainly for leisure 
purposes. A non-probability convenience sampling strategy was employed, in which 
the tourists were invited to participate based on their availability. Upon completion 
of the questionnaire, each respondent was given a London postcard with paid 
international stamp for their participation.
As for the resident survey, 3,066 mails printed on the University’s branded 
stationery were produced with the postal budget granted by Estates and Facilities 
Management department of the University. The recipients were drawn randomly 
from the UK Electoral Roll in central London postcodes. Although previous studies 
have shown very mixed results on the response rates of resident mail surveys, 
different procedures were considered to create positive influence on the response 
rates of the survey (Dillman, 2007). As such, the databases that were acquired from 
the boroughs of London were all newly released within a month. Each of the 
postings was personalised and addressed to the recipients. A Freepost return 
envelope was also provided in the survey package. Moreover, a piece of chocolate 
token was inserted as a gesture of appreciation.
(3) The respondents -  A  total of 281 tourist questionnaires were collected
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which accounted for about 10 per cent of the tourists approached at the Britain and 
London Visitor Centre. Some 19 questionnaires (6.8%) were dropped because 20 
per cent or more of the image questions were not completed (Peng, Harwell, Liou, & 
Ehman, 2007). A total of 262 valid questionnaires were eventually employed for 
data analysis.
On the other hand, 256 or 8.4 per cent of questionnaires were returned by the 
residents of London. Two of the returned resident questionnaires were withdrawn 
due to incompletion. Another four questionnaires were not analyzed as a result of 
late return. Therefore, the data of resident population consists of 250 valid 
questionnaires for analysis.
5.4 Data Analysis
Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) was used to perform the
statistical analysis task for the study. A summary of descriptive statistics was first
generated to conclude the demographic properties of the resident and tourist
respondents (Wellington & Szczerbinski, 2007). Descriptive statistics is a
transformation and presentation of data for depicting a set of factors. The
information is generated through ordering and manipulation of the raw data
collected (Sekaran & Bougie, 2013). The detailed report of the demographic
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properties of the respondents is provided in the next Chapter.
Furthermore, inferential statistics were originated by employing factor analysis 
to identify the underlying dimensions of London’s destination image. Factor analysis 
is a frequently used multivariate data analysis method in destination image studies.
It is a statistical approach that can be used to analyze interrelationships among a 
large number of variables. It explains these variables in terms of their common 
underlying dimensions (Hair, Anderson, Tatham, & Black, 1995; ten Klooster et al., 
2008). Reliability tests were then exercised to check the reliability and validity of 
the attributes, deleting attributes that are statistically irrelevant.
After the dimensions of London’s destination image are identified, the analysis 
continues on attribute level. Given that the study aims to match the perspectives of 
the tourists and the residents, an evaluation is necessary to explore whether the 
groups have significantly different perspectives. As a result, a number of possible 
statistical tests were used.
One-Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was tasked to compare the
significance of thé results among social-demographic sub-groups. Independent
Samples t-Test was also conducted to detect whether significant image differences
exist among the tourists and the residents. From a statistical point of view, t-Test and
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ANOVA were used to determine if the null hypothesis is retained or rejected, which 
indicates whether there is significant difference between the mean scores of the 
groups.
Apart from the quantitative analyses aforesaid, qualitative information was 
scrutinised by content analysis with the aid of Computer-Assisted Qualitative Data 
Analysis Software (CAQDAS). Such software quantifies qualitative data from the 
open-ended questions for further investigation. The software of MAXqda was 
chosen to identify unexplored information from the complex model of human 
thought and language use. Content analysis was used in this study to systematically 
organize, classify, and quantify the data provided from the open-ended questions 
(Zikmund, 2000), so to provide supporting data which may not be covered by the 
structured attribute list.
5.4.1 The Data Set
The 2-stage research here was designed with a mind of the data’s reliability, 
validity and representativeness (Serlin, 1987). In order to confirm the quality of the 
data set, various mechanisms were adopted to test the fitness of the data. Thus, the 
internal consistency, distribution and joint variations of the cognitive attributes were 
examined.
1 3 6
5.4.1.1 Internal Consistency of Data
Previous discussions in Chapter 5.3.1.1.1 explained the rigour of the final list of
21 cognitive attributes. The list was created to duly represent the respondents’ views
on the factual aspects of London’s image as a leisure destination. The list was then
employed for measurement in the second phase of the study.
As displayed in Table 5-7, the results from the questionnaire survey evidences
an excellent level (Cronbach’s alpha = .913 & .893) of internal consistency of both
the attribute performance and importance ratings (Cronbach & Shavelson, 2004).
The high reliability of the research data justifies the value of introducing the
technique of Q-sort in this study.
Table 5-7 Reliability Analysis of Tourist Respondents’ Cognitive Attributes
Performance: Importance:
Cornbach’s alpha = .913 Cornbach’s alpha = .893
Corrected Cronbach's Corrected Cronbach's
Item-Total Alpha if Item Item-Total Alpha if Item
Cognitive attributes Correlation Deleted Correlation Deleted
A  diverse art and eultural scene .565 .M9 486 492
Fascinating museums and galleries .566 .910 .372 492
Profound associations with the Royal family .403 .913 468 .894
Interesting history .576 . .909 .461 490
An ideal location for meetings and exhibitions 428 .913 .492 489
A hub to travel to continental Europe .520 .911 .595 486
Interesting open markets .476 .911 .533 488
Historical landmarks .631 408 485 489
Easy to get around .541 .910 .419 .891
Great pubs and bars .594 .909 .474 489
World-class theatres and musicals .514 .910 .442 490
Attractive to first-time visitors .723 .906 489 .887
A multi-cultural city ^37 408 .481 489
A hub to travel to the UK .601 ' .908 .678 483
Associations with famous great persons in history .525 .910 .577 486
Special events all year round .567 409 .486 489
A hub to travel to the rest o f southern England .542 .910 .631 485
Interesting sightseeing tours .637 .908 425 485
A large variety o f shops and department stores .630 408 .581 .887
Worth visiting again .627 408 .578 487
Home to famous sport tournaments .482 .911 .441 .891
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5.4.1.2 Distribution of Data
Additional exploratory data analysis was conducted to explore the data patterns 
hidden in numerical form. Shapiro-Wilk tests were performed which indicate a 
significant level of p = .000 (Appendix 4). In other words, the cognitive attribute 
ratings were not normally distributed. As the ratings are heavily skewed towards the 
upper-end, such a phenomenon indicates that the respondents robustly perceive 
London as a leisure destination. This results in very positive ratings which show 
non-normal distribution.
The non-normal distribution suggests that the research data do not meet the 
assumptions on which parametric tests are based (Clarke & Cooke, 1998). However, 
the data provides a large enough sample size based on the central limit theorem. As 
a result, it is suggested that the data is suitable for parametric tests (Curwin & Slater, 
2008). The results from trial tests by both parametric and non-parametric tests also 
indicate that the data are robust for conducting parametric tests. Since statisticians 
commonly agree that parametric tests are less likely to lead to Type II errors (Black, 
1999; Pallant, 2010), parametric tests were therefore adapted for further data 
analysis.
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5.4.1.3 Joint Variations of Data
Factor analysis was adopted in search of unobserved dimensionality of 
London’s destination image as perceived by the tourist and resident respondents. 
These analyses were tasked to identify joint variations of the 21 cognitive attributes. 
Several indicators for the factorability of the attribute correlation were employed.
Firstly, the correlation matrices of the tourist and resident respondents 
(Appendix 7 and Appendix 23) suggest that all attributes are correlated at a 
minimum of .3 with one or more other attributes. Secondly, the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin 
measure of sampling adequacy indicates a meritorious level of .868 and .923 for the 
tourist and resident data sets, whereas the Bartlett’s test of sphericity also rejects the 
null hypothesis of their correlation identity matrices respectively (X^(210) = 
1656.882, p = .000 and X^(210) = 2546.547, p = .000). Moreover, the diagonals of 
the tourists’ and residents’ anti-image correlation matrices at .774 and .861 support 
the inclusion of each attribute for factor analysis (Appendix 8 and Appendix 9). 
Finally, the communalities at .349 and .306 further verify that certain levels of 
shared variance exist among the attributes. As a result, it is confirmed that the data 
set satisfies all the indicators, and thus, its factorability is suitable for conducting 
factor analysis.
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5.5 Chapter Summary
This study is a piece of academic work for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy. 
As such, it is obligatory for the researcher to get into the depth of their philosophical 
underpinnings in here. In particular, doctoral research necessitates a debate on the 
researcher’s view to knowledge and research paradigm. Such debate in this Chapter 
demonstrates the philosophical stance of the researcher. It also provides an access to 
elucidate the choice of research design and tools in this study.
The Chapter began with highlighting the divergence of academic scholarships. 
These scholarly divisions signify the contestable stances of people’s perceived 
existence of reality (ontology), their relationship with knowledge (epistemology), as 
well as their discovery of knowledge (methodology) (Cuba, 1990). As a result, the 
theoretical clashes between the polarised schools of thoughts have created deep 
divides in the intellectual output of academics.
Yet, people’s perceptions of knowledge and reality have evolved over time 
(Rosenberg, 1988). It is because new research paradigms emerge to supplement the 
perceived inadequacies of earlier paradigms (D. L. Morgan, 2007). Therefore, it is 
argued that research paradigm is a fluid concept (Collis & Hussey, 2009). This 
explains the emergence of pragmatism which puts the research question as the
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principal (Feilzer, 2010). In point of fact, the pragmatic approach centres on seeking 
for the epistemological and technical warrants of the research (D. L. Morgan, 2007). 
Such warrants provide the philosophical license for conducting mixed-method 
inquiry as demonstrated in here.
The Chapter then moved on to contextualise the discussions on this study. The 
inquiry of destination image as a topic of subjectivity is acknowledged. This 
represents the need to create a measurement tool that reflects the perceptions of the 
researched populations accordingly. Thus, Q-sort is introduced to this study for the 
construction of image scale. The results help to strengthen the validity and reliability 
of the second phase of the research.
The design of the questionnaires further illustrates the structure of the 
investigation. It is also shown that various strategies have been employed in this 
study in order to ensure the representativeness of the samples. The outcomes are 
evidenced in the fitness of the data set. Several indicators have proven that the data 
is of high quality. It unfolds the analyses as reported in research findings in the next 
Chapter.
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CHAPTER 6 RESEARCH FINDINGS
The primary objective of this research is to expand knowledge of destination 
image perceived by tourists and residents, both being distinctive and core 
stakeholder groups at the destination. Thus, this dual-phase research was 
simultaneously conducted with international leisure tourists to London and residents 
of central London areas. Although this research is a comparative study of tourists 
and residents by nature, it is essential to develop a thorough understanding of each 
of the respondent groups. This allows us to analyze underlying opinion patterns of 
various respondent segments before expanding into comparisons between the two 
respondent groups.
As a result, the research findings of the resident and tourist respondent groups 
are first reviewed separately and are then compared in Chapter 6.3. The research 
findings of both respondent groups are presented in the same order so as to facilitate 
data comparisons. In brief, the cognitive, affective, and conative attributes of 
London’s destination image are examined individually. Analyses were carried out to 
scrutinise the textual information from qualitative data, as well as the quantified 
results from the attribute and action questions.
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6.1 Demographic Profile of London Tourists
The profile of the respondents is displayed in Table 6-1. This shows that 
tourists from European countries are the largest regional group with nearly half 
(46.6%) of all tourist respondents. This is followed by North America, the largest 
long haul group with 26.7%. Asia accounts for 12.2% and Oceania is 11.5%. A 
comparison with the International Passenger Survey ("International tourism in 
London 2010: Results for London from the International Passenger Survey 2010," 
2011) indicated that the study covered a larger representation of tourists from 
English speaking countries. As discussed earlier, the research was conducted in 
English only. Thus it might have excluded tourists who are non native English 
speakers.
The fieldwork recorded respondents from a total of 41 nationalities (Table 6-1). 
The United States is the top single source market by country with 50 respondents 
(19.1%). Australia being an ultra-long haul market is, however, the second biggest 
group (27 respondents or 10.3%). This is in line with McKercher and Lew’s (2004) 
argument on distance decay, as Australia’s arrival figures boosted by its historical 
and social-economic links with the United Kingdom. Germany is in third place with 
20 respondents (7.6%), followed by 18 Canadian respondents (6.9%).
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Table 6-1 Profile of Tourist Respondents
Tourists (N = 262)
Gender N Valid % Age group N Valid %
Male 127 48.5 2 0  years old or below 2 0 7.6
Female 135 51.5 2 1 - 3 0  years old 99 37.8
3 1 - 4 0  years old 46 17.6
Highest attended education N Valid % 4 1 - 5 0  years old 30 11.5
Primary school or below 3 1 .1 5 1 - 6 0  years old 33 1 2 . 6
Secondary school 26 9.9 61 years old or above 34 13.0
College (non degree), diploma, associate degree 46 17.6
Bachelor degree 69 26.3 Monthly net personal income N Valid %
Postgraduate diploma /  degree or above 118 45.0 £ 1 , 0 0 0  or below 60 23.3
£ 1 ,0 0 1 - £ 2 , 0 0 0 59 23.0
Nationality N Valid % £2,001-£3,000 40 15.6
United States o f America 50 19.1 £3,001-£4,000 30 11.7
Australia 27 10.3 £4,001-£5,000 2 1 8.2
Germany 2 0 7.6 £5,001-£6,000 15 5.8
Canada 18 6.9 £6,001-£7,000 5 1.9
Belgium 14 5.3 £7,001 or above 27 10.5
Czech Republic 13 5.0
France 13 5.0 Overseas trips in past 5 years N Valid %
China 9 3.4 0  trip 1 2 4.3
Spain 9 3.4 1 -  5 trip(s) 141 51.1
Taiwan 7 2.7 6 - 1 0  trips 68 24.6
Finland 7 2.7 1 1 -1 5  trips 31 1 1 . 2
Netherlands 6 2.3 16- 2 0  trips 9 3.3
British National Overseas 5 1.9 More than 20 trips 15 5.4
Hong Kong 5 1.9
Japan 4 1.5 London visit(s) N Valid %
Hungary 4 1.5 1 128 48.9
Italy 4 1.5 2 29 1 1 . 1
Sweden 4 1.5 3 29 1 1 . 1
Switzerland 4 1.5 4 1 2 4.6
South Africa 3 1 .1 5 15 5.7
Denmark 3 1 . 1 6 9 3.4
Ireland 3 1 .1 7 6 2.3
Poland 3 1 .1 8 7 2.7
New Zealand 3 1 .1 9 5 1.9
Thailand 2 0 . 8 1 0 7 2.9
Trinidad & Tobago 2 0 . 8 1 2 1 0.4
Portugal 2 0 . 8 15 4 1.5
Romania 2 0.8 2 0 2 0.8
Israel 2 0.8 25 2 0 . 8
Mexico 2 0.8 35 1 0.4
Argentina 2 0.8 40 1 0.4
Nigeria 1 0.4 50 1 0.4
India 1 0.4 60 1 0.4
Kazakhstan 1 0.4 67 1 0.4
Macau 0.4 250 1 0.4
Malaysia 1 0.4
Turkey 1 0.4
Czech 1 0.4
Estonia 0.4
Greece 1 0.4
Russia 1 0.4
The tourist respondents are fairly represented by both genders (males: 48.5%;
females: 51.5%). The largest proportion of the population appears in the category of
“21 -  30 years old” (37.8%), whilst the rest of the population is widely distributed
among other age groups. The majority of the tourist respondents are highly educated,
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with 45 per cent and 26.3 per cent of them respectively having received postgraduate 
level and degree level education. Nearly half of the respondents are in the lower 
ranges of after-tax monthly personal income between “£1,000 or below” (23.3%) 
and “£1,001 - £2,000” (23%).
In terms of travelling history, 128 tourist respondents (48.9%) were visiting 
London for the first time. The data also indicate that the respondents are seasoned 
travellers. Some 38.1 per cent of the respondents had taken “1 - 5  overseas trip(s)” 
in the past five years prior to their London visit, followed by 27.7 per cent with “6 -  
10 overseas trips”.
6.1.1 The Destination Image of London -  Tourists’ Cognitive Perceptions
The purpose of this section is to explore the cognitive component of London’s 
image as a destination. It provides an understanding of the factual aspects that 
constitute the tourist respondents’ perceptions of London (Tasci, Meydan, & 
Cavusgili, 2006). Firstly, the results from the open-ended question are examined. 
Further analyses are conducted to dissect the cognitive attribute list developed for 
this study.
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6.1.1.1 Initial Cognitive Perceptions
Tourist respondents were asked to identify their top impressions that come to 
their mind about London as a destination. A total of 750 answers were extracted 
from the survey. Those answers represent the most iconic factual associations that 
the tourist respondents had of London (Stepchenkova & Li, 2014). The data was 
further summarised into a list of 163 phrases (Appendix 5). The results of this study 
are in line with Pan and Li’s (2011) findings on the structure of linguistic description 
of destination image. The 163 phrases exhibit the power-law distribution which is 
characterised by a small number of popular keywords and a long tail of niche 
phrases used by the respondents (Figure 6-1). The shortlist of the popular keywords 
is displayed in Table 6-2.
Figure 6-1 Frequency Chart of Tourist Respondents’ Initial Cognitive Perceptions
>  40 -
Phrases
Table 6-2 shows that the tourist respondents most frequently associated London
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with its history and heritage (19.5%). It is closely followed by Big Ben (17.9%) 
being a widely recognised icon of London. The tourist respondents also initially 
related London to its theatres and musicals (11.8%) in the West End, besides the 
city’s shopping opportunities (10.7%). The Tower Bridge (9.5%) was another iconic 
site that repeatedly triggered the respondents’ association of London.
Table 6-2 Shortlisted Summary of Tourist Respondents’ Initial Cognitive Perceptions
Initial Perception N Respondent % Initial Perception N Respondent %
History and heritage 51 19.5 London Eye 17 6.5
Big Ben 47 17.9 Arehitecture 16 6 . 1
Theatres 31 1 1 . 8 Multi-cultural 16 6 . 1
Shopping 28 10.7 Museums 16 6 . 1
Tower Bridge 25 9.5 Big city 15 5.7
Culture 24 9.2 Busy 14 5.3
Buckingham Palace 2 1 8 . 0 Double-decker red buses 14 5.3
Diversity 2 1 8 . 0 Cold weather 13 5.0
Expensive place 2 1 8 . 0 So much to do 13 5.0
Royalty 19 7.3
6.1.1.2 Cognitive Attribute List
As discussed in Chapter 5.3.1.1.1, 56 statements were originally extracted from 
current tourism marketing materials of London. The list covers a wide spectrum of 
dimensions which are used to represent London as a destination (Prebensen, 2007). 
These staterhents were eventually reduced to a list of 21 cognitive attributes through 
the selection process performed by 40 respondents in the first phase of this study. 
This technique of Q-methodology is introduced by the researcher to address a priori 
bias common in research (Stergiou & Airey, 2011), and particularly, in destination 
image studies.
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The survey results of the 21 cognitive attributes are displayed in rank order in
Table 6.3 according to their performance means. The data yield a favourable range
of 5.44 to 6.47 ratings on a 7-point Likert scale. London’s top three cognitive
attributes by performance, namely “Worth visiting again” (6.47), “A multi-cultural
city” (6.43) and “Interesting history” (6.43), summarise London as the centre stage
of the cultural crossroads with interesting history that it is worthy to re-visit.
Table 6-3 Tourist Respondents’ Cognitive Perceptions
Perform ance Im portance
s
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Cognitive attributes s 1 Pi « S
Worth visiting again 6.47 0.960 P' 6.39 1.114 IS. 0
A multi-cultural city 6.43 0.871 2 nd 5.66 1.402 1 0 * - 8
Interesting history 6.43 0.914 3 rd 6.13 1.080 3 rd 0
Fascinating museums and galleries 6.34 0.905 4<h 6.04 1.207 6 * - 2
Attractive to first-time visitors 6.33 0.979 5* 6 . 2 0 1.226 2 nd 3
A diverse art and cultural scene 6.31 0.864 6 * 5.81 1.322 8 * - 2
A large variety o f shops and department stores 6.31 0.852 7th 5.80 1.272 Çth - 2
Historical landmarks 6.30 1 . 0 0 2 8 * 6.07 1.043 5* 3
World-class theatres and musicals 6.29 0.901 Çth 5.94 1.150 7* 2
A hub to travel to the UK 6.14 1.174 1 0 * 5.39 1.534 16* - 6
Associations with famous great persons in history 6 . 1 0 1.013 1 1 * 5.41 1.357 14* -3
Profound associations with the Royal family 6.08 1.106 1 2 * 4.67 1.765 2 1 " -9
Easy to get around 5.93 1.297 13* 6 . 1 2 1.179 4* 9
Great pubs and bars 5.87 1.077 14* 5.61 1.216 1 1 * 3
A hub to travel to the rest o f southern England 5.85 1.194 15* 5.09 1.518 17* - 2
Interesting sightseeing tours 5.83 1.078 16* 5.51 1.459 1 2 * 4
Special events all year round 5.74 1.057 17* 5.48 1.226 13* 4
Interesting open markets 5.56 1.103 18* 5.40 1.320 15* 3
Home to famous sport tournaments 5.50 1.250 19* 4.79 1.693 2 0 * - 1
A hub to travel to continental Europe ' : 5.44 1.465 2 0 * 4.91 1.765 18* 2 ' .
An ideal location for meetings and exhibitions 5.44 1.261 2 1 st 4.82 1.618 19* 2
In addition to rating the performance, the tourist respondents were also asked to
rate the importance of each of the cognitive attributes also displayed in Table 6-3.
The attribute importance means received an affirmative range from 4.67 to 6.39 on a
7-point Likert scale. Even though the rankings of importance ratings display a
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similar order as the performance ratings, several attributes exhibit contrasting 
results.
“Easy to get around” is considered by the respondents as the 4* most important 
cognitive attribute (6.12) when they evaluated London’s image as a destination. 
However, the ease of navigation in London relatively underperforms as the 13^  ^
cognitive attribute by performance ratings, albeit a still promising 5.93 rating. On 
the contrary, although “Profound associations with the Royal family” received a mid 
range ranking of 12^  ^by performance (6.08), the Royal family is least important to 
the destination image of London (2L^or 4.67). Also, in spite of London being highly 
celebrated as “A multi-cultural city”, this is not considered to be of high importance. 
This attribute indeed received relatively much lower ratings for its importance (10^ *^  
or 5.66).
Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients were computed to assess the 
relationship between the ratings of the attributes’ performance that the respondents 
perceived and their ratings of the attributes’ importance. Data in Appendix 6 show 
that there is a close correlation between performance and importance, ranging from 
medium (.3 ^  r < .5) to high (r ^  .5) level of positive correlations (J. Cohen, 
1988; Pallant, 2010). The only exception is “A multi-cultural city” (r = .257, n = 262,
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p = .000). In this case, the performance was universally rated high (a= .871) but its 
importance was given much more diverse opinion (a= 1.402). This compares to “A 
hub to travel to continental Europe” which is most strongly correlated between 
attribute performance and attribute importance (r = .705, n = 248, p = 0.000).
 Table 6-4 Factor Analysis of Cognitive Attributes by Tourist Respondents_____
Kaiser-M eyer-Olkin M easure . 8 6 8
of Sampling Adequacy.
B artlett's Test Approx. 1656.882 1 &of Sphericity Chi-Square S
df 2 1 0 1
Sig. . 0 0 0 U
Cognitive attributes
Historv and Culture
Interesting history .652 .758
Historical landmarks .634 .689
Associations with famous great persons in history .687 . 6 8 6
World-class theatres and musicals .527 . 6 6 6
Fascinating museums and galleries .570 .662
A diverse art and cultural scene .610 .526
Profound associations with the Royal family .349 .496
Metropolis
A hub to travel to continental Europe .757 .756
Interesting open markets .698 .732
Great pubs and bars .634 .618
An ideal location for meetings and exhibitions .508 .542
Easy to get around .504 .484
Varietv
Worth visiting again .701 .699
A multi-cultural city .714 .685
A large variety o f shops and department stores . 6 6 6 .631
UK’s Tourism Hub
A hub to travel to the UK .849 .841
A hub to travel to the rest o f southern England .722 .737
Attractive to first-time visitors .698 .504
Events
Home to famous sport tournaments .669 .739
Special events all year round .641 .683
Interesting sightseeing tours .565 .454
8.038
1.946
1.298
1.058
1.014
38.274
9.267
6.181
5.039
4.828
38.274
47.541
53.723
58.761
63.590
Factor analysis was carried out to identify the underlying dimensions of the 21 
cognitive attributes. As shown in Table 6-4, this data reduction method computed 
five factors which represent the principle dimensions of London’s destination image
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for the tourist respondents. The factors were named “History and Culture”, 
“Metropolis”, “Variety”, “UK’s Tourism Hub” and “Events”.
“History and Culture” is the dominant factor illustrating London’s deep-rooted 
historical and cultural legacies that set the city apart from other destinations. This 
factor also resonates with the results of popular keywords used by the respondents as 
indicated in Chapter 6.1.1.1. It is followed by “Metropolis” which exemplifies 
London being an urban destination. The “Variety” factor illustrates the wide range 
of choices for tourists of all kinds to experience in London. Moreover, the city is the 
“UK’s Tourism Hub” for the respondents to travel within the country. The “Events” 
factor includes the constant events and sights that enrich London throughout the 
year.
The five factors explained 63.6 per cent of the total variance (Appendix 10). 
The initial Eigenvalues show that the first factor, “History and Culture”, explains
38.3 per cent of the variance, followed by “Metropolis” explaining 9.3 per cent, and
6.2 per cent by “Variety”. The fourth and fifth factors, namely “UK’s Tourism Hub” 
and “Events”, have Eigenvalues of just over one, both explaining about 5 per cent of 
the variance.
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6.1.2 The Destination Image of London -  Tourists’ Affective Perceptions
The purpose of this section is to explore the affective component of London’s 
image as a destination. It provides an understanding of the emotional aspects that 
constitute the tourist respondents’ perceptions of London (Baloglu & Brinberg, 
1997). The results from the open-ended question are first examined. Four bi-polar 
scales adapted in this study are then presented to indicate the emotional connotations 
of London as a tourist destination.
6.1.2.1 Initial Affective Perceptions
Table 6-5 Shortlisted Summary of Tourist Respondents’ Initial Affective Perceptions
Initial Perception N Respondent % Initial Perception N Respondent %
Exciting 80 30.5 Relaxing 18 6.9
Interesting 46 17.6 Friendly 15 5.7
Busy 40 15.3 Vibrant 15 5.7
Fun 19 7.3 Crowded 13 5.0
Happy 18 6.9 Fast-paced 13 5.0
Overwhelming 18 6.9
The tourist respondents provided 594 answers for describing their impression on
the mood that a leisure tourist would sense while visiting London. Those answers
were further summarised into 137 phrases. Over 30 per cent of the respondents
considered it exciting to visit London (Table 6.5). They also frequently described
London as an interesting place to be (17.6%). In addition, the city’s wide varieties of
offerings make the respondents feel constantly busy while in London (15.3%). As
illustrated in Chart 6.2, the linguistic structure of their affective associations
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principally concentrates in a very limited number of phrases. The full list of the 
phrases used is appended in Appendix 11.
Figure 6-2 Frequency Chart of Tourist Respondents’ Initial Affective Perceptions
60
I s o
m 40
Phrases
6.1.2.2 Affective Attribute Scales
Four two-dimensional bi-polar scales, namely “Sleepy -  Arousing”, 
“Unpleasant -  Pleasant”, “Gloomy -  Exciting” and “Distressing -  Relaxing”, as 
proposed by Russell, Ward and Pratt (1981) to measure affective quality attributed to 
environments, were employed in this study to measure the affective component of 
London’s destination image. The mean ratings on a 7-point Likert scale of the 
affective attributes are presented in Table 6.5. In brief, London is perceived 
positively in all affective attributes by the tourist respondents. However, the results 
also indicate that London is relatively not a destination for relaxation.
1 5 3
Table 6-6 Tourist Respondents’ Affective Perceptions
Scales M ean
Sleepy-A rousing 6 . 0 2
Unpleasant -  Pleasant 6.08
Gloomy -  Exciting 5.92
Distressing -  Relaxing 4.69
Past research argued that ’’Sleepy -  Arousing” and “Unpleasant -  Pleasant” are 
the leading bi-polar attributes to test the affective quality of an environment (Russell 
et ah, 1981). Nevertheless, Baloglu and Brinberg (1997) also recommended the use 
of two extra sets of attributes “Gloomy -  Exciting” and “Distressing -  Relaxing” to 
further verify the consistency of the results. Providing the two indicators are located 
in the same zone as displayed in the two-dimensional graph in Figure 6.3, the 
consistency of London’s emotional connotations as perceived by the tourist 
respondents is assured.
Figure 6-3 Tourist Respondents’Affective 
___________ Bi-Polar Graph___________
D istressing
U n p lea san t
A rousing
G loom y Sleepy
Exciting
A/  {6.08,6,02)
(4.69,5.92)
P le asan t
Relaxing
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6.1.3 The Destination Image of London -  Tourists’ Overall Perceptions
The conative component of destination image is an overall conclusion of an 
individual’s impression of a destination by balancing their attitude combination that 
includes both cognitive evaluation and affective appraisal (Gartner, 1993). A 7-point 
Likert style bi-polar scale question was employed to find out the tourist respondents’ 
overall perceptions of London as a leisure destination. It is reported in earlier 
sections of this dissertation that the tourist respondents hold favourable factual and 
emotional connotations with London. Thus it is not surprising to see a concentrated 
(a = .833) and encouraging 6.16 mean score of the tourist respondents’ overall 
assessment of London’s destination image. Therefore, it is concluded that London is 
favourably perceived as a destination.
6.1.4 The Destination Image of London -  Tourists’ Actions
Two action questions were asked to explore whether the varying perceptions of 
the tourist respondents have implications for their intention of recommending and 
re-visiting London. Whilst detailed findings are reported in the next section, the 
survey results of the action questions are first presented in Table 6.7. It is found that 
London enjoys very positive word of mouth coming from the tourist respondents, “I 
will recommend London as a place to visit” received a 6.48 mean rating on a 7-point
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Likert scale. The respondents also express very strong intentions to re-visit London 
(6.38). As a result, the tourist respondents being strong destination advocators to 
London are explicit.
Table 6-7 Tourist Respondents’ Actions
N /V alid  %
Actions
I will recommend London as a 
place to visit 
I will visit London again
strongly
disagree
3
(L1%0
1
(0.4%)
Disagree
0
(0 .0 %)
3
( 1 .2 %)
Slightly
disagree
1
(0.4%)
1
(0.4%)
N entral
6
P ^ % )
13
(5.0%)
Slightly
agree
16
#U % )
13
(5.0%)
Agree
65
(24.8%)
70
(27.0%)
strongly
agree
171
(65.3%)
158
6.1.5 The Destination Image of London -  Tests of Significance on Tourists
The objective of this section is to identify the divergence of perceptions on 
London’s destination image within the tourist respondent population. Although 
univariate analysis is commonly performed for descriptive purposes only (Babbie, 
2010), further analyses on univariate variables were carried out in this study to 
investigate the association between each background characteristic and its unit of 
analysis. The essence of these analyses is to identify the unobserved segmentations 
within the tourist respondents. Thus, the findings on statistically significant 
differences are discussed in the following text. As far as presentation is concerned, 
where the corresponding, tables of statistically significant differences are long, they 
are described in the text with cross reference to the associated appendices.
(1) Gender -  As far as gender is concerned, both male and female tourist
156
respondents have similar perceptions on London’s destination image Appendix 16.
Data indicate that there is no statistically significant difference on any of the 49
attributes.
(2) Age -  The tourist respondents are grouped into three segments: “30 years
old or below”, “31-50 years old” and “51 years old or above”. Appendix 17 shows
statistically significant differences are evident in 21 of the attributes. The results are
summarised in Table 6.7.
Table 6-8 Summary of Test of Significance: Analysis of Variance on Tourists by Age 
______________________________ Sub-groups_______________________________
Attributes Sig
Coenitive performance
A diverse art and cultural scene .017 31-50 years old < 51 years old or above
Fascinating museums and galleries . 0 0 1 30 years old or below < 51 years old or above
.037 31-50 years old < 51 years old or above
Interesting history .024 30 years old or below < 51 years old or above
An ideal location for meetings and exhibitions . 0 1 0 30 years old or below > 51 years old or above
Historical landmarks . 0 1 1 30 years old or below < 31-50 years old
. 0 0 0 30 years old or below < 51 years old or above
Easy to get around . 0 0 1 30 years old or below < 51 years old or above
World-class theatres and musicals .043 31-50 years old < 51 years old or above
Associations with famous great persons in history .050 30 years old or below < 31-50 years old
.014 30 years old or below < 51 years old or above
Cognitive importance
Faseinating museums and galleries .017 30 years old or below < 51 years old or above
World-class theatres and musicals .044 30 years old or below < 31-50 years old
.004 30 years old or below < 51 years old or above
A large variety o f shops and department stores .045 30 years old or below < fi-5 0  years old
. 0 1 0 30 years old or below < 51 years old or above
Worth visiting again .024 fi-5 0  years old < 51 years old or above
Affective
Gloomy -  Exciting . 0 2 0 31-50 years old < 51 years old or above
Distressing -  Relaxing . 0 1 0 30 years old or below < 51 years old or above
.017 31-50 years old < 51 years old or above
Overall .031 31-50 years old < 51 years old or above
Action
1 will visit London again . 0 0 1 30 years old or below < 51 years old or above
.033 fi-5 0  years old < 51 years old or above
This shows that the mature population of the tourist respondents, in particular
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the “51 years old or above” segment, tend to rate the performance of London’s 
destination image towards cultural and historical aspects more strongly than the 
younger segments. The tourist respondents in the “30 years old or below” segment, 
however, recognise London more strongly as “an ideal location for meetings and 
exhibitions” than the “51 years old or above” respondents. Additionally, mature 
respondents consider cultural and shopping aspects of London’s destination image as 
more important. They also tend to have significantly more positive emotional and 
overall associations to London, and are more likely to revisit London.
(3) Education -  As for education, given that only 3 respondents attended 
primary school or below, this segment is combined as “Secondary school or below”. 
The other segments are “Non-degree” (College -  non degree, diploma, associate 
degree), “Degree” (bachelor) and “Postgraduate level” (diploma or above). The 
tourist respondent population in general has only four attributes that show 
statistically significant differences Appendix 18 in relation to education. More 
statistically significant differences are, however, identified between the education 
sub-groups as presented in Table 6-8.
A majority of these differences are from between “Postgraduate level” tourist 
respondents and “Secondary or below” and “Degree” tourist respondents. In brief,
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respondents who attained postgraduate education perceive London’s destination 
image stronger in arts, museums and sightseeing tours. They also consider arts, 
musicals, the multi-cultural environment and the UK’s travel hub to be more 
important for London.
Table 6-9 Summary of Test of Significance: Analysis of Variance on Tourists by 
__________________________ Education Sub-groups__________________________
Attributes Sig
Coenitive performance
A diverse art and cultural scene .043 Secondary or below < Postgraduate level
Fascinating museums and galleries .013 Degree < Postgraduate level
Interesting sightseeing tours .013 Degree < Postgraduate level
Coenitive importance
A diverse art and cultural scene . 0 2 1 Secondary or below < Degree
. 0 0 0 Secondary or below < Postgraduate level
World-class theatres and musicals .005 Secondary or below < Postgraduate level
A multi-cultural city .008 Secondary or below < Postgraduate level
A hub to travel to the UK .013 Degree < Postgraduate level
(4) Income -  By income, the respondents are consolidated into four segments: 
“£2,000 or below”, “£2,001-£4,000”, “£4,001-£6,000” and “£6,000+”. The 
population as a whole shows statistically significant differences on 18 attributes 
Appendix 19. It is also acknowledged that income levels are relative to the tourist 
respondents’ home countries. Hence, these comparisons need to be treated with 
caution.
Further analysis shows a predominant amount of divergence resting on the
lowest income group (Table 6-10). The “£2,000 or below” is found to rate London’s
destination image less positively on several cultural and historical aspects, as well as
on ease of getting around and variety of shopping opportunities in London. They
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regard historical aspects, the Royal family, musicals, and London as the UK’s travel 
hub to be less important. This group also considers London to be emotionally less 
pleasant and less positive overall. The only exception is “Special events all year 
round”. In this ease, the “£4,001-£6,000” group deem special events to be less 
important for London.
Table 6-10 Summary of Test of Significance: Analysis of Variance on Tourists by 
__________________________Income Sub-groups__________________________
Attributes Sig
Coenitive performance
Fascinating museums and galleries . 0 1 1 £2 , 0 0 0  or below < £6 ,0 0 0 +
Interesting history .050 £2 , 0 0 0  or below < £6 ,0 0 0 +
Historical landmarks .025 £2 , 0 0 0  or below < £2,001-£4,000
.016 £2 , 0 0 0  or below < £4,001-£6,000
. 0 0 0 £2 , 0 0 0  or below < £6 ,0 0 0 +
Easy to get around .024 £2 , 0 0 0  or below < £2,001-£4,000
World-class theatres and musicals .004 £2 , 0 0 0  or below < £6 ,0 0 0 +
A large variety o f shops and department stores .047 £2 , 0 0 0  or below < £6 ,0 0 0 +
Coenitive importance
Profound associations with the Royal family .017 £2 , 0 0 0  or below < £4,001-£6,000
Interesting history .009 £2 , 0 0 0  or below < £6 ,0 0 0 +
World-class theatres and musicals .025 £2 , 0 0 0  or below < £4,001-£6,000
.004 £2 , 0 0 0  or below < £6 ,0 0 0 +
A hub to travel to the UK .019 £2 , 0 0 0  or below < £4,001-£6,000
Associations with famous great persons in history .016 £2 , 0 0 0  or below < £6 ,0 0 0 +
Special events all year round .004 £2 , 0 0 0  or below > £4,001-£6,000
. 0 0 1 £2,001-£4,000 > £4,001-£6,000
.006 £4,001-£6,000 < £6 ,0 0 0 +
Affective
Unpleasant -  Pleasant .049 £2 , 0 0 0  or below < £4,001-£6,000
Overall .050 £2 , 0 0 0  or below < £2,001-£4,000
(5) Recommending London — The results of the action questions as shown in 
Table 6-7 illustrate that a larger portion of respondents concentrates in the “Agree” 
and “Strongly Agree” categories, whereas a smaller portion of respondents spread 
across the rest of the scale. That brings to light two groups of respondents who 
exhibit high level and low level of support towards tourism in London respectively.
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Such threshold of binary divide provides an interesting distinction in practical term 
for comparison (Agresti, 2010; Bond & Fox, 2001; Grimbeek & Nisbet, 2006).
The analysis here aims to identify whether there are any statistically significant 
differences in the way the tourist respondents with high and low levels of likelihood 
of recommending London as a destination show different perceptions and 
demographic characteristics. The results of the analysis are reported in Appendix 12.
It is perhaps, not surprising to find that respondents who express a high level of 
likelihood of recommending London hold a more positive destination image of 
London. The only exception is in London being an ideal location for meetings and 
exhibitions, for which both groups exhibit similar perceptions. The respondents who 
express a high level of likelihood of recommending London also consider 11 out of 
21 attributes being statistically more important. This group of the population is 
formed by older tourists.
(6) Re-visiting London — The analysis eoneems whether there are any 
statistically significant differences in the way the tourist respondents with different 
levels of likelihood of re-visiting London show different perceptions and 
demographic characteristics. The population is divided into two groups: respondents 
who express a high level of likelihood of re-visiting London and respondents who
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express a low level of likelihood of re-visiting London. The results of the analysis 
are reported in Appendix 13.
Respondents who express a high level of likelihood of re-visiting London are 
found to hold a more positive destination image of London in cultural, historical and 
touristic aspects. Conversely, they do not in particularly embrace a stronger image 
on the Royal family, location for meetings, events, tours and London as a travel hub 
within the country. These potential repeating tourists consider that arts, history, 
historical landmarks, pubs, events, hub to travel to Europe and attractiveness for 
re-visiting are more important for London. They also emotionally and generally 
perceive London in a more positive manner, despite a trip London being not 
particularly relaxing. The data also suggests that older tourists are more likely to 
re-visit London.
(7) Visitation -  For respondents who visited London for the first time and 
those who re-visited, the statistically significant differences of their views on 
London are reported in Appendix 14. Table 6-11 summarises that re-visited tourist 
respondents are more positive on London’s ease of getting around, musicals, and of 
course, attractiveness to revisit. They also consider that it is more important for 
London to have great shopping and be worthy for re-visiting. These returning
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patrons thought London is more arousing, and they tend to be older and have a 
higher income.
Table 6-11 Summary of Test of Significance: Independent Samples t-test on Tourists 
________________by Visitation -  Statistically Significant Results________________
Attributes Sig
Cognitive performance .043 Repeaters > First timers
Easy to get around .014 Repeaters > First timers
World-class theatres and musicals 
Worth visiting again
.042 Repeaters > First timers
Cognitive importance
A large variety o f shops and department stores .004 Repeaters > ' First timers
Worth visiting again . 0 0 2 Repeaters > First timers
Affective
Sleepy-A rousing 
Demographic
.045 Repeaters > First timers
Age . 0 0 0 Repeaters > First timers
Income .024 Repeaters > First timers
(8) Travel frequency -  In frequency of the tourist respondents’ travelling 
patterns, the respondents are consolidated into three segments: “0-5 trip(s)”, “6-15 
trips” and “15+ trips” taken internationally over the past 3 years. The population as a 
whole displays statistically significant different perceptions in 10 attributes. The 
details of the data analysis are reported in Appendix 15.
Table 6-12 shows that the more seasoned the respondents are, the less they 
consider London being a hub for European travel. This is particularly evidenced in 
the “0-5 trip(s)” group who consider London’s destination image being a travel hub 
to southern England, the UK and Europe is important. Moreover, they rate London’s 
historical landmarks more highly. Their perceptual differences also tie to vital
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associations with historical persons and interesting sightseeing tours. Nevertheless, 
these least frequent international travellers consider London to be significantly more 
pleasant than the mid-range travellers (6-15 trips).
Table 6-12 Summary of Test of Significance: Analysis of Variance on Tourists by 
______________  Travel Frequency Sub-groups______________________
Attributes Sig
Cognitive performance
A hub to travel to continental Europe . 0 0 0 0 0-5 trip(s) > 15+trips
. 0 0 1 6-15 trips > 15+trips
Historical landmarks . 0 1 2 0-5 trip(s) > 6-15 trips
Cognitive importance
A hub to travel to continental Europe .044 0-5 trip(s) > 6-15 trips
. 0 0 0 0-5 trip(s) > 15+trips
A hub to travel to the UK .007 0-5 trip(s) > 6-15 trips
Associations with famous great persons in history .015 0-5 trip(s) > 6-15 trips
.032 0-5 trip(s) > 15+trips
A hub to travel to the rest o f southern England .025 0-5 trip(s) > 6-15 trips
Interesting sightseeing tours 422 0-5 trip(s) > 15+trips
Affective
Unpleasant -  Pleasant .038 0-5 trip(s) < 6-15 trips
6.1.6 Destination London and Similar Destinations
The respondents were asked to suggest a destination that provides similar 
touristic experiences to London. This is meant to identify London’s primary 
competitors on its positioning as a destination. Among the 228 suggestions, Paris 
tops the chart as 70 respondents (30.7%) considered London and Paris are the most 
alike. It is followed by New York (25%), and Rome (4.8%). Yet, 10 respondents 
(4.4%) expressed that London is very exclusive or unique, and thus no destination is 
alike with London.
1 6 4
Table 6-13 Similar Destinations
(N = 228)
Destination N Valid % Destination N Valid %
Paris 70 30.7 Washington D.C. 2 0.9
New York 57 25.0 Zurich 2 0.9
Rome 1 1 4.8 Amsterdam 1 0.4
“London is unique” 1 0 4.4 Australia 1 0.4
Melbourne 9 3.9 Budapest 1 0.4
Berlin 7 3.1 Crete 0.4
Sydney 6 2 . 6 Europe 1 0.4
Madrid 5 2 . 2 Finland 0.4
Barcelona 4 1 . 8 France 1 0.4
Toronto 4 1 . 8 Istanbul 0.4
Boston 3 1.3 Jalisco 1 0.4
Brussels 3 1.3 Montreal 0.4
Lisbon 3 1.3 Ottawa, Canada 1 0.4
Auckland 2 0.9 San Francisco 1 0.4
Brisbane 2 0.9 Seoul 1 0.4
Dublin 2 0.9 Sophia, Bulgaria 1 0.4
Hong Kong 2 0.9 Stockholm 1 0.4
Ireland 2 0.9 Tokyo 1 0.4
Los Angeles 2 0.9 USA 1 0.4
Vienna 2 0.9 Venice 0.4
6.2 Demographic Profile of London Residents
The profile of the respondents is displayed in Table 6-14. This shows that the 
population of London resident respondents is formed by a majority of British 
nationals (175 respondents or 70.0%). The remaining 30 per cent of the respondent 
population consists of a range of 31 foreign nationals which reflects the high level of 
internationalisation of London being a global city. The data also indicate that 76.8
per cent of the respondents are White, with White British accounting for half (125
\ \
respondents) of the overall respondents. This is followed by 60 other White (non 
British or Irish) which comprises 24 per cent of the group.
The resident respondents are fairly represented by both genders (males: 46.8%; 
females: 53.2%). The age groups of “61 years old or above” (24.5%) and “31 - 40
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years old” (24.1%) are the two largest segments in the respondent population. 
Although the rest of the respondent population is widely distributed, “20 years old or 
below” only takes a minority two per cent share of the population. This is due to the 
study’s sampling strategy of using the UK Electoral Roll, which enlists constituents 
with minimum voting age at 18 years.
On average, the respondents have been residents in London for 26 years, 
whereas the largest single group has lived in London for “10 years or less” (30%). 
The data are also in line with the Neighbourhood Statistics of the UK Government 
(Appendix 20) which show that Londoners are highly educated, with 45.8 per cent 
of the respondents with postgraduate level education, followed by 19.3 per cent with 
bachelor degrees. In addition, nearly half of the respondents were in the lower range 
of after-tax monthly income of between “£1,000 or below” (28.0%) and “£1,001 - 
£2,000” (16.3%). There is, however, a notable group of 16.3 per cent of respondents 
who earns more than £7,000 a month.
The respondents also appear to be seasoned travellers. Some 32.0 per cent of 
them have taken more than “20 overseas trips” in the past five years, followed by 
22.8 per cent with “6 -  10 overseas trips”. Only 13 individuals (5.2%) had not 
travelled internationally in the past five years.
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Table 6-14 Profile of Resident Respondents
Tourists (N = 250)
Gender N Valid % A ge group N Valid %
Male 117 46.8 2 0  years old or below 5 2 . 0
Female 133 53.2 21 -  30 years old 30 1 2 . 0
3 1 - 4 0 years old 60 24.1
Highest attended education N Valid % 41 -  50 years old 48 19.3
Primary school or below 5 2 . 0 5 1 - 6 0  years old 45 18.1
Secondary school 43 17.3 61 years old or above 61 24.5
College (non degree), diploma, associate degree 39 15.7
Bachelor degree 48 19.3 Monthly net personal income N Valid %
Postgraduate diploma / degree or above 114 45.8 £ 1 , 0 0 0  or below 69 28.0
£ 1 ,0 0 1 - £ 2 , 0 0 0 40 16.3
Nationalitv N Valid % £2,001-£3,000 41 16.7
United Kingdom 175 70.0 £3,001-£4,000 29 1 1 . 8
Australia 8 3.2 £4,001 -£5 ,000 1 1 4.5
France 7 2 . 8 £5,001-£6,000 14 5.7
Portugal 7 2 . 8 £6,001-£7,000 2 0 . 8
Germany 6 2.4 £7,001 or above 40 16.3
Ireland 5 2 . 0
Italy 5 2 . 0 Overseas trips in past 5 years N Valid %
Canada 3 1 . 2 0  trip 13 5.2
South Afriea 3 1 . 2 1 - 5  trip(s) 55 2 2 . 0
Spain 3 1 . 2 6 -  1 0  trips 57 2 2 . 8
Belgium 2 0 . 8 1 1 -1 5  trips 26 10.4
Brazil 2 0 . 8 16- 2 0  trips 19 7.6
Greece 2 0 . 8 More than 20 trips 80 32.0
Iran 2 0 . 8
New Zealand 2 0 . 8 Residency in London N Valid %
United States o f America 2 0 . 8 1 0  years or less 75 30.0
Albania 1 0.4 1 1 - 2 0  years 54 2 1 . 6
Algeria 1 0.4 21-30 years 36 14.4
Brunei 1 0.4 31-40 years 30 1 2 . 0
China 1 0.4 More than 40 years 55 2 2 . 0
Czech Republic 1 0.4
Finland 1 0.4 Ethnicity N Valid %
Hungary 1 0.4 White British 125 50.0
Nigeria 1 0.4 White (other) 60 24.0
Netherland 1 0.4 Other 17 6 8
Nigeria 1 0.4 Mixed race 1 1 4.4
Pakistan 1 0.4 Black African 8 3.2
Singapore 1 0.4 White Irish 7 2 . 8
Sweden 1 0.4 Indian 6 2.4
Switzerland 1 0.4 Chinese 5 2 . 0
Turkey 0.4 Other Asian (non-Chinese) 4 1 . 6
Venezuela 1 0.4 Black Caribbean 3 1 . 2
Bmgladeshi 2 0 . 8
Black (other) 1 0.4
Pakistani 1 0.4
6.2.1 The Representation of London Resident Respondents
The rationale for using the UK Electoral Roll as the sampling strategy for this
study has been discussed in an earlier chapter. The results show that such a strategy
was successful in reaching a valid group of respondents reflecting the overall
population in central London areas. The demographic profile of the study’s resident
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respondents is satisfactorily comparable with the Neighbourhood Statisties 
(Appendix 20). One notable exception is the percentage of the segment “21 -  30 
years old”. This demographic group only accounts for 12 per cent of the respondent 
population, whereas the Neighbourhood Statistics records 28.4 per cent. The 
signifieant difference may be due to a lower voter registration rate in this age group. 
The national statistics of Great Britain confirm such an argument (The Eleetoral 
Commission, 2011)
6.2.2 The Destination Image of London -  Residents’ Cognitive Perceptions
The factual aspects of the views of the resident respondents on London as a 
destination are discussed in this section. The results from the open-ended question 
are first examined, followed by further analyses on the attribute list employed for 
this study. In addition, data reduetion is condueted to identify core components of 
London’s destination image.
6.2.2.1 Initial Cognitive Perceptions '
When asked about their top impression of London as a destination, the resident
respondents provided a prolific amount of 843 answers. These initial factual
associations were summarised into 140 phrases as displayed in Appendix 21. The
linguistie strueture of the respondents’ deseriptions of London provides clues to
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identify a set of mainstream phrases (Figure 6-4).
Figure 6-4 Frequency Chart of Resident Respondents’ Initial Cognitive Perceptions
u 40
£ 3 0
Phrases
As illustrated in Table 6-15, nearly a quarter of the resident respondents (24.4%) 
identified London’s history and heritage as a principal feature of their home city’s 
tourism. Yet, they were very well aware of the diversity of touristic experience that 
London has to offer (22.4%). London was also frequently described by them as an 
expensive destination (12.8%). Perhaps credit to the Changing of Guard that takes 
place at the Buckingham Palace, the London residence of the British Momarch was, 
however, considered by the resident respondents to be the most iconic landmark for 
the tourism of London (12.4%). 'Moreover, London’s sophisticated cultural scene, 
deep-rooted associations with the Royal family, and the world renowned theatres 
and musicals in West End were also highly regarded (10.0%).
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Table 6-15 Shortlisted Summary of Resident Respondents’ Initial Cognitive 
 _______________________ Perceptions___________________________
Initial Perception N Respondent % Initial Perception N Respondent %
History and heritage 61 24.4 Busy 18 7.2
Diversity 56 22.4 Historical landmarks 18 7.2
Expensive place 32 1 2 . 8 Houses o f Parliament 18 7.2
Buckingham Palace 31 12.4 Cosmopolitan 17 6 . 8
Culture 25 1 0 . 0 Attractions 17 6 . 8
Royalty 25 1 0 . 0 Tower of London 15 6 . 0
Theatres 25 1 0 . 0 Parks and green open spaces 13 5.2
London Eye 23 9.2 Multi-cultural 13 5.2
Arts and art galleries 2 2 8 . 8 Crowded 13 5.2
Big Ben 2 1 8:4 Food & restaurants 13 5.2
So much to do 2 1 8.4 River Thames 13 5.2
Architecture 2 0 8 . 0 Shopping 13 5.2
Museums 19 7.6 Vibrant 13 5.2
6.2.2.2 Cognitive Attribute List
Table 6-16 shows the results of the 21 cognitive attributes in rank order of their 
performance means. London resident respondents rate a favourable range of 6.62 to 
5.58 on a 7-point Likert scale. London’s top three cognitive attributes by 
performance according to the resident respondents are: “A multi-cultural city” (6.62), 
“Fascinating museums and galleries” (6.58) and “Worth visiting again” (6.57). The 
respondents sum up their home city as a culture and history extravaganza worthy of 
many visits.
In terms of the importance of the cognitive attributes, the respondents also give
a promising range of 6.42 to 5.21 on a 7-point Likert scale (Table 6.13). Yet, several
attributes exhibit contrasting results between Their performance and importance
rankings. For example, “Easy to get around” is considered by the respondents to be
the least well performing attribute (2L‘ or 5.58). It is, however, ranked 9th (6.09) by
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importance to London’s destination image. On the contrary, although “A
multi-cultural city” is the strongest attribute or 6.62) by performance, the
resident respondents consider it of lower importance in representing London as a
destination (11^  ^or 5.81).
Table 6-16 Resident Respondents’ Cognitive Perceptions
Perform ance Im portance
c
e
2
E B 1 1
. 2 0 >>
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Cognitive attributes S 1 « «
A multi-cultural city 6.62 .819 i s t 5.81 1.421 1 1 * - 1 0
Fascinating museums and galleries 6.58 .853 2nd 6.39 .960 ^ 2 n d 0
Worth visiting again 6.57 .896 3M 6.42 .959 1 st 2
Interesting history 6.54 .850 4* 6.15 1.029 8 * -4
Historical landmarks 6.52 .879 5* 6.32 .965 4* 1
World-class theatres and musicals 6.51 .912 6 * 6.28 .960 5* 1
A large variety o f shops and department stores 6.48 .870 = 7* 6 . 2 0 1.079 6 * 1
A diverse art and cultural scene 6.48 .999 = 7 * 6.18 1.075 7* 1
Attractive to first-time visitors 6.25 1.060 Çth 6.39 .967 7
A hub to travel to the UK 6 . 2 1 1.067 1 0 * 5.69 1.303 = 1 2 * - 2
Associations with famous great persons in history 6.18 1.039 1 1 * 5.69 1.238 = 1 2 * - 1
An ideal location for meetings and exhibitions 6.09 1.118 1 2 * 5.47 1.370 17* -5
Profound associations with the Royal family 6.04 1.313 13* 5.41 1.576 18* -5
Great pubs and bars 6 . 0 1 1.209 14* 5.62 1.335 15* - 1
A hub to travel to the rest o f southern England 5.89 1.196 15* 5.21 1.513 2 1 " - 6
A hub to travel to continental Europe 5.87 1.281 16* 5.51 1.400 16* 0
Interesting sightseeing tours 5.86 1.159 17* 5.89 1.291 1 0 * 7
Special events all year round 5.85 1.187 18* 5.63 1.346 14* 4
Home to famous sport tournaments 5.67 1 . 2 2 2 19* 5.34 1.388 =19* 0
Interesting open markets 5.65 1.249 2 0 * 5.34 1.457 =19* 1
Easy to get around 5.58 1.480 2 1 " 6.09 1.291 5th 1 2
Nevertheless, medium (.3 ^  r < .5) to high (r ^  .5) levels of positive
correlations between the performance and importance ratings are found in 20
attributes (J. Cohen, 1988; Pallant, 2010). As shown in Appendix 22, the highest
correlation among all attributes is “Interesting open markets” (r = .641, n = 249, p
= .000). “A multi-cultural city” is, the only exception with a lower level of
correlation (r = .2891, n = 249, p = .000). Although the respondents have a rather
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united perceptions on London as a multi-cultural city (c = .819), their views differ (o
1.421) when it comes to its importance to London’s destination image.
Three factors were extracted from the 21 attributes via factor analysis. As
shown in Table 6-17, this reduction method identifies the core components which
make up the perceptions of the resident respondents about their city. The three
factors explained 56.4 per cent of the total variance (Appendix 24). The initial
Eigenvalues indicate that “Metropolis” is the foremost factor which explains 44.6%
of the variance.
Table 6-17 Factor Analysis of Cognitive Attributes by Resident Respondents
Kaiser-Meyer-OIkin Measure 
of Sampling Adequacy.
Bartlett's Test 
of Sphericity
Approx.
Chi-Square
df
Sig.
.923
2546.547
210
.000
Cognitive attributes
Metropolis
Profound associations with the Royal family
An ideal location for meetings and exhibitions
A hub to travel to continental Europe
Interesting open markets
Easy to get around
Great pubs and bars
A hub to travel to the UK
Special events all year round
A hub to travel to the rest o f southern England
Interesting sightseeing tours
Home to famous sport tournaments
Variety
World-class theatres and musicals 
Attractive to first-time visitors 
A multi-cultural city
A large variety o f shops and department stores 
Worth visiting again
History and Culture 
A diverse art and cultural scene 
Fascinating museums and galleries 
Interesting history 
Historical landmarks
Associations with famous great persons in history
.306
.477
.466
.559
.480
.483
.529
.560
.630
.595
.332
.565
.597
.565
.583
.645
.648
.651
.728
.708
.702
.409
.535
.610
.672
.628
.562
.635
.506
.698
.662
.472
.562
.653
.690
.684
.666
.665
.587
.753
.680
.689
9.361
1.370
1.107
44.578
6.524
5.272
44.578
51.102
56.374
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The factors were named “Metropolis”, “Variety” and “History and Culture”. 
The “Metropolis” is the dominating factor which is named after London’s offerings 
as a mega city. The “Variety” factor captures the sophisticated selections of cultural 
and urban extravaganzas in London. Moreover, the “History and Culture” factor 
translates into the profundity of London in the world and British history.
6.2.3 The Destination Image of London -  Residents’ Affective Perceptions
The section begins with examining the results from the open-ended question 
that elicited a wide range of the respondents’ emotional connotations of London. 
Then, the ratings of the four bi-polar scales are discussed. The purpose of this 
section is to explore the affective component of London’s image as a destination.
6.2.3.1 Initial Affective Perceptions
The resident respondents shared 706 answers on the mood that tourists would 
get into during their visits in London (Figure 6-5). As Table 6-18 indicates that over 
thirty per cent of the respondents considered a visit to London as an exciting 
experience for the tourists (30.4%). They also perceived that tourists would find 
themselves busy (26.0%) being in this vibrant (13.2%) metropolis that has diverse 
(13.2%) offerings for tourists of all types. A full of list 193 summarised phrases is 
reported in Appendix 25.
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Figure 6-5 Frequency Chart of Resident Respondents’ Initial Affective Perceptions
Phrases
Table 6-18 Shortlisted Summary of Resident Respondents’ Initial Affective 
__________________________ Perceptions___________________________
Initial Perception N Respondent % Initial Perception N Respondent %
Exciting 76 30.4 Fun 18 7.2
Busy 65 26.0 Crowded 17 6 . 8
Diverse 33 13.2 Expensive 16 6.4
Vibrant 33 13.2 Relaxing 14 5.6
Interesting 24 9.6 Happy 13 5.2
6.2.3.2 Affective Attribute Scales
Table 6-19 and Figure 6-6 display the mean ratings of the four two-dimensional 
bi-polar scales as proposed by Russell, Ward and Pratt (1981). It shows that London 
received relatively high ratings in three of the 7-point Likert scales. London can be 
summarised as an “Arousing” (6.19), “Exciting” (5.93) and “Pleasant” (5.89) 
destination to visit, whereas the respondents consider London to be less “Relaxing” 
(4.64) only.
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Figure 6-6 Resident Respondents’ Affective 
____________ Bi-Polar Graph____________
D istressing A rousing Exciting
U n p lea san t
(6.19,5.89) . y
/  •
/  (4.64,5.93)
P le a sa n t
G loom y Sleepy Relaxing
Table 6-19 Tourist Respondents’Affective Perceptions
Scales Mean
Sleepy-A rousing 6.19
Unpleasant -  Pleasant 5.89
Gloomy -  Exciting 5.93
Distressing -  Relaxing 4.64
6.2.4 The Destination Image of London -  Residents’ Conative Perceptions
Past literature on destination image suggests that the conative component of
destination image is an overall conclusion of a tourist’s perceptions which is
eventually transformed into their visit intention (Pike & Ryan, 2004). In the context
of residents’ perceptions, it is argued that such an overall conclusion represents the
residents’ beliefs about the marketing potential of their home region as a destination.
London received a 6.08 mean score on a 7-point Likert scale which is in line with
the resident respondents’ favourable cognitive evaluation and affective appraisal of
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London. Such a positive conclusion is found to be consistent among the respondent 
population (a = .842).
6.2.5 The Destination Image of London -  Residents’ Actions
Four action questions on a 7-point Likert scale were asked of the resident 
respondents (Table 6-20). These questions aimed to explore to what extent the 
respondents’ perceptions of London’s destination image were related to their level of 
support towards tourism in London. It is found out that, as Londoners, the 
respondents highly recommend their home city as a place to visit (6.54). They are 
also supportive towards developing London’s tourism (5.87), whilst at the same time 
they somewhat welcome to seeing more tourists in the city (5.54). However, the 
respondents have relatively diverse (a = 1.684) and reserved (5.12) views on using 
public money to fund destination marketing. Further analyses are reported in the 
following section.
Table 6-20 Tourist Respondents’Actions
N /V alid  %
Actions
I will recommend London as a 
place to visit
I will support developments and 
policies for London’s tourism 
I will welcome seeing more 
tourists in London 
I will support spending public 
money on promoting London’s 
tourism
Strongly
disagree
1
(0.4%)
3
( 1 .2 %)
6
(2.4%)
14
(5.7%)
Disagree
3
( 1 .2 %)
4
( 1 .6 %)
1 2
(4.9%)
6
(2.4%)
Slightly
disagree
1
(0.4%)
4
( 1 .6 %)
9
(3.6%)
16
(6.5%)
N entral
2
(0 .8 %)
2 2
(9.0%)
35
(14.2%)
47
(19.0%)
Slightly
agree
13
(5.2%)
38
(15.6%)
41
(16.6%)
47
(19.0%)
Agree
58
(23.4%)
79
(32.4%)
63
(25.5%)
52
(2 1 .1 %)
Strongly
agree
170
(68.5%)
94
(38.5%)
81
(32.8%)
65
(26.3%)
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6.2.6 The Destination Image of London -  Tests of Significance on Residents
Analyses on univariate variables were performed to explore the association 
between each of the respondents’ background characteristic and its unit of analysis. 
These analyses enable us to identify unobserved segmentations among the resident 
respondents, and to facilitate further comparisons between the two researched 
populations of the study. Results of the tests of significance are reported in the texts 
below, where long tables are appended with cross references.
(1) Gender -  Full information is presented in Appendix 26. The data show 
that male and female respondents exhibit statistically similar perceptions about 
London’s destination image with only three exceptions. As summarised in Table 
6-21, female resident respondents consider London having more interesting tours 
than their male counterparts. They also regard having interesting tours and being 
easy to get around in London as qualities that are statistically more important.
Table 6-21 Summary of Test of Significance: Independent Sample t-test on Residents 
__________________________ by Gender Sub-groups__________________________
Attributes Sig
Cognitive performance
Interesting sightseeing tours .008 Male < Female
Cognitive importance
Easy to get around . 0 1 0 Male < Female
Interesting sightseeing tours . 0 2 2 Male < Female
(2) Age -  Statistically speaking, the data show that the resident population as
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whole displays statistically different perceptions on 12 of the 51 attributes analysed
(Appendix 27), whereas segmental differenees can also be found on 14 attributes.
The summary in Table 6-22 indicates that the “30 years old or below” respondents
are less appreciative of London’s image as a destination than the older respondents.
On the contrary, the “51 years old or above” segment shows a more positive view of
the performance and importance of a number of attributes.
Table 6-22 Summary of Test of Significance: Analysis of Varianee on Residents by 
____________________________Age Sub-groups____________________________
Attributes SiR
Cognitive performance
A diverse art and cultural scene .008 30 years old or below < 31-50 years old
.006 30 years old or below < 51 years old or above
Interesting history .015 30 years old or below < 51 years old or above
A multi-cultural city .040 3 1 - 5 0  years old > 51 years old or above
Special events all year round .049 30 years old or below < 31-50 years old
Cognitive importance
A diverse art and cultural scene .031 30 years old or below < 31-50 years old
.049 30 years old or below < 51 years old or above
An ideal location for meetings and exhibitions . 0 2 2 30 years old or below < 31-50 years old
.004 30 years old or below < 51 years old or above
Easy to get around .050 3 1 - 5 0  years old > 51 years old or above
World-class theatres and musicals .046 30 years old or below < 31-50 years old
Attractive to first-time visitors . 0 1 2 3 1 - 5 0  years old > 51 years old or above
A hub to travel to the UK .044 30 years old or below < 51 years old or above
Associations with famous great persons in history . 0 0 2 30 years old or below < 51 years old or above
A hub to travel to the rest o f southern England .039 30 years old or below < 31-50 years old
. 0 0 2 30 years old or below < 51 years old or above
Affective
Unpleasant -  Pleasant .033 30 years old or below < 31-50 years old
. 0 1 0 30 years old or below < 51 years old or above
Distressing -  Relaxing . 0 0 0 30 years old or below < 31-50 years old
.005 3 1 - 5 0  years old < 51 years old or above
(3) Education -  As for education, the resident respondent population has 13
attributes indicating statistically significant, differences (Appendix 28). The results
shown in Table 6-23 further illustrate the dividing views between the less educated
population and the degree holders. It is found that respondents without degree level
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education have a tendency to a more favourable view. For example, “A hub to travel 
to the rest of southern England” is particularly considered to be important to 
London’s image by both non-degree holding segments. Although the perceptual 
differences between degree holders and non-degree holders only involve a minority 
number of the attributes, the tendency of a skewed favouritism is clear.
Table 6-23 Summary of Test of Significance: Analysis of Variance on Residents by 
__________________________ Education Sub-groups__________________________
Attributes Sig
Cognitive Derformance
A diverse art and cultural scene .016 Non degree < Postgraduate level
Profound associations with the Royal family .034 Secondary or below > Degree
Cognitive importance
Profound associations with the Royal family . 0 2 1 Secondary or below > Degree
. 0 2 0 Secondary or below > Postgraduate level
An ideal location for meetings and exhibitions . 0 1 1 Secondary or below > Postgraduate level
.007 Non degree > Postgraduate level
Interesting open markets . 0 0 2 Secondary or below > Postgraduate level
.009 Non degree > Postgraduate level
A multi-cultural city .009 Secondary or below > Postgraduate level
A hub to travel to the UK . 0 0 2 Secondary or below > Postgraduate level
.013 Non degree > Postgraduate level
A hub to travel to the rest o f southern England . 0 0 1 Secondary or below > Degree
. 0 0 1 Secondary or below > Postgraduate level
.004 Non degree > Degree
.009 Non degree > Postgraduate level
Interesting sightseeing tours . 0 1 0 Secondary or below > Postgraduate level
Home to famous sport tournaments . 0 0 1 Secondary or below > Postgraduate level
. 0 0 2 Non degree > Postgraduate level
Action
I will welcome seeing more tourists in London .013 Secondary or below > Degree
(4) Income -  By income, the whole population shows statistically significant 
differences on 11 attributes (Appendix 29). The summarised results from the Post 
Hoc analyses in Table 6-24 show that all the statistically significant differences rest 
bn the lowest income group. It is notable that despite the results showing mixed 
directions of perceptual differences on a number of attributes, none of these is 
related to the historical aspects of London’s destination image.
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Table 6-24 Summary of Test of Significance: Analysis of Variance on Residents by 
__________________________ Income Sub-groups__________________________
Attributes Sig
Cognitive performance
Fascinating museums and galleries .005 £2 , 0 0 0  or below < £2,001-£4,000
.026 £2 , 0 0 0  or below < £6 ,0 0 0 +
Interesting open markets .009 £2 , 0 0 0  or below > £6 ,0 0 0 +
Cognitive importance
A diverse art and cultural scene .006 £2 , 0 0 0  or below < £2,001-£4,000
Attractive to first-time visitors .022 £2 , 0 0 0  or below > £4,001-£6,000
A multi-cultural city .013 £2 , 0 0 0  or below > £4,001-£6,000
A hub to travel to the UK .018 £2 , 0 0 0  or below > £4,001-£6,000
Interesting sightseeing tours .005 £2 , 0 0 0  or below > £2,001-£4,000
.017 £2 , 0 0 0  or below > £4,001-£6,000
Home to famous sport tournaments .009 £2 , 0 0 0  or below > £4,001-£6,000
(5) Recommending London -  As illustrated in Chapter 6.1.4, the binary divide 
of respondents on their level of support towards tourism in London provides a 
threshold for comparison. Thus, the resident respondent population is also divided 
into two groups, namely “high level of likelihood” and “low level of likelihood”, of 
recommending London as a destination. This analysis aims to identify how varying 
perceptions and demographic characteristics are related to the dividing levels of 
recommendation among the respondent population. The results of the analysis are 
reported in Appendix 30.
As expected, the resident respondents who display a high level of likelihood of 
recommending their home city in general hold a statistically more positive
destination image of London. The exceptions are the city’s historical aspects and its
-i' À
associations with the Royal Family, for which both groups express similar positive 
perceptions (Table 6-25). In terms of cognitive attribute importance, there are only
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seven attributes considered to be statistically more important. Yet, these local
endorsers perceive London favourably in all affective indicators, as well as in its
overall evaluation.
Table 6-25 Summary of Test of Significance: Independent Samples t-test on Residents 
_______by Likelihood of Recommendation -  Statistically Significant Results_______
Attributes Sig
Cognitive performance
A diverse art and cultural scene .041 High level > Low level
Fascinating museums and galleries . 0 1 0 High level > Low level
An ideal location for meetings and exhibitions .003 High level > Low level
A hub to travel to continental Europe .036 High level > Low level
Interesting open markets . 0 0 2 High level > Low level
Easy to get around . 0 0 1 High level > Low level
Great pubs and bars . 0 0 1 High level > Low level
World-class theatres and musicals .008 High level > Low level
Attractive to first-time visitors . 0 0 0 High level > Low level
A multi-cultural city .037 High level > Low level
A hub to travel to the UK .028 High level > Low level
Special events all year round . 0 0 1 High level > Low level
A hub to travel to the rest o f southern England .018 High level > Low level
Interesting sightseeing tours . 0 0 0 High level > Low level
A large variety o f shops and department stores . 0 0 2 High level > Low level
Worth visiting again .005 High level > Low level
Home to famous sport tournaments . 0 0 2 High level > Low level
Cognitive importance
A diverse art and cultural scene . 0 1 2 High level > Low level
An ideal location for meetings and exhibitions .042 High level > Low level
A hub to travel to continental Europe .013 High level > Low level
A multi-cultural city .014 High level > Low level
A hub to travel to the rest o f southern England .005 High level > Low level
A large variety o f shops and department stores .036 High level > Low level
Home to famous sport tournaments .034 High level > Low level
Affective
Sleepy-A rousing . 0 0 0 High level > Low level
Unpleasant -  Pleasant .005 High level > Low level
Gloomy -  Exciting . 0 0 0 High level > Low level
Distressing -  Relaxing .047 High level > Low level
Conative '
Overall . 0 0 0 High level > Low level
Actions
1 will support developments and policies for London’s tourism . 0 0 0 High level > Low level
I will welcome seeing more tourists . 0 0 0 High level > Low level
1 will support spending public money on promoting London’s tourism . 0 0 0 High level > Low level
Demographics
Residency in London . 0 1 0 High level < Low level
Nevertheless, they are also strong supporters of London’s tourism development
and marketing, as well as to welcome more tourists in the city. Although no
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statistically significantly difference is based on the respondents’ demographic
characteristics such as “Age”, “Education” or “Income” level, respondents who have
lived in London for fewer years tend to be more likely to recommend London.
(6) Supporting Tourism Developments and Policies -  Appendix 31 illustrates
the dividing perceptions of resident respondents who exhibit high level and low
level of likelihood respectively of supporting developments and policies for
London’s tourism.
Table 6-26 Summary of Test of Significance: Independent Samples t-test on Residents 
by Likelihood of Supporting Tourism Developments and Policies -  Statistically 
____________________________Significant Results_____________________________
Attributes Sig
Cognitive performance
A diverse art and cultural scene .043 High level > Low level
Profound associations with the Royal family .013 High level > Low level
An ideal location for meetings and exhibitions . 0 0 1 High level > Low level
A hub to travel to eontinental Europe . 0 0 1 High level > Low level
Interesting open markets .003 High level > Low level
Historical landmarks .029 High level > Low level
Easy to get around . 0 0 1 High level > Low level
Great pubs and bars . 0 1 2 High level > Low level
Cognitive importance
An ideal location for meetings and exhibitions .003 High level > Low level
A hub to travel to continental Europe .003 High level > Low level
Interesting open markets .008 High level > Low level
Easy to get around .018 High level > Low level
A hub to travel to the UK . 0 1 0 High level > Low level
Special events all year round . 0 0 2 High level > Low level
A hub to travel to the rest o f southern England . 0 0 2 High level > Low level
Interesting sightseeing tours . 0 0 1 High level > Low level
A large variety o f shops and department stores . 0 1 0 High level > Low level
Affective
Unpleasant -  Pleasant . 0 0 0 High level > Low level
Gloomy -  Exciting .005 High level > Low level
Distressing -  Relaxing . 0 0 2 High level > Low level
Conative
Overall . 0 0 1 High level > Low level
Actions
1 will recommend London as a place to visit . 0 0 0 High level > Low level
I will welcome seeing more tourists . 0 0 0 High level > Low level
1 will support spending public money on promoting London’s tourism . 0 0 0 High level > Low level
This shows that those supportive respondents favourably perceive all 47
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image-related attributes, of which 21 of the ratings are statistically more positive 
(Table 6-26). They also find London to be more “Pleasant”, “Exciting” and 
“Relaxing”, but no statistical difference is found on London being “Arousing”. 
Besides, these supporters rate London’s overall destination image strongly, and act 
favourably to the city’s tourism.
(7) Welcoming More Tourists -  The data in Appendix 32 indicates that the 
resident respondents who display a high level of likelihood of welcoming more 
tourists in London hold relatively favourable destination image, including 27 
image-related attributes that reach statistically significant differences. When asked 
to conclude London as a whole as a tourist destination, they also perceive it more 
positively despite the fact that they do not find London to be particularly “Arousing”. 
As shown in Table 6-27, those respondents, who take a more favourable stand on 
their actions towards tourism, are also found to be less educated with lower income.
1 8 3
Table 6-27 Summary of Test of Significance: Independent Samples t-test on Residents 
by Likelihood of Welcoming More Tourists -  Statistically Significant Results
Attributes Sig
Cognitive performance
An ideal location for meetings and exhibitions .005 High level > Low level
A hub to travel to continental Europe . 0 0 1 High level > Low level
Easy to get around . 0 0 1 High level > Low level
Attractive to first-time visitors .003 High level > Low level
A multi-cultural city .028 High level > Low level
A hub to travel to the UK .013 High level > Low level
Associations with famous great persons in history .009 High level > Low level
Interesting sightseeing tours . 0 0 0 High level > Low level
A large variety o f shops and department stores .006 High level > Low level
Worth visiting again .025 High level > Low level
Home to famous sport tournaments .024 High level > Low level
Cognitive importance
An ideal location for meetings and exhibitions . 0 0 0 High level > Low level
A hub to travel to continental Europe . 0 0 0 High level > Low level
Interesting open markets . 0 2 2 High level > Low level
World-class theatres and musicals .046 High level > Low level
Attractive to first-time visitors .003 High level > Low level
A multi-cultural city . 0 0 0 High level > Low level
Associations with famous great persons in history .006 High level > Low level
Speeial events all year round . 0 0 0 High level > Low level
A hub to travel to the rest o f southern England . 0 0 0 High level > Low level
Interesting sightseeing tours . 0 0 2 High level > Low level
A large variety o f shops and department stores .018 High level > Low level
Worth visiting again . 0 0 0 High level > Low level
Affective
Unpleasant -  Pleasant . 0 0 1 High level > Low level
Gloomy -  Exciting .029 High level > Low level
Distressing -  Relaxing . 0 0 0 High level > Low level
Conative
Overall .003 High level > Low level
Actions
1 will recommend London as a place to visit . 0 0 2 High level > Low level
1 will weleome seeing more tourists . 0 0 0 High level > Low level
1 will support spending public money on promoting London’s tourism . 0 0 0 High level > Low level
Demographics
Education .013 High level > Low level
Income .031 High level > Low level
(8) Spending Public Funding for Tourism Marketing — The resident
respondents who display a high level of likelihood of supporting public funding for
London’s tourism marketing express statistically positive perceptions on 37 out of
47 image-related attributes (Appendix 33). These supporters satisfactorily appraise
London as a destination in general. They also rate strongly on all emotional aspects
and most factual aspects of London’s destination image (Table 6-28). Additionally,
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they tend to aet favourably towards London’s tourism, and consist of an older
population.
Table 6-28 Summary of Test of Significance: Independent Samples t-test on Residents 
by Likelihood of Supporting Public Funding for Tourism Marketing -  Statistically 
____________________________ Significant Results____________________________
Attributes Sig
Coanitive performance
A diverse art and cultural scene .004 High level > Low level
Fascinating museums and galleries .032 High level > Low level
An ideal location for meetings and exhibitions .005 High level > Low level
A hub to travel to continental Europe . 0 0 1 High level > Low level
Interesting open markets . 0 0 1 High level > Low level
Historical landmarks . 0 0 1 High level > Low level
Easy to get around . 0 0 2 High level > Low level
Great pubs and bars . 0 2 0 High level > Low level
World-class theatres and musicals . 0 0 1 High level > Low level
Attractive to first-time visitors .003 High level > Low level
A hub to travel to the UK .009 High level > Low level
Special events all year round . 0 0 0 High level > Low level
A hub to travel to the rest o f southern England .008 High level > Low level
Interesting sightseeing tours . 0 0 0 High level > Low level
A large variety o f shops and department stores .014 High level > Low level
Worth visiting again . 0 1 2 High level > Low level
Home to famous sport tournaments .003 High level > Low level
Low level
Cognitive importance Low level
A hub to travel to continental Europe . 0 0 0 High level > Low level
Interesting open markets .025 High level > Low level
Historical landmarks . 0 2 1 High level > Low level
Easy to get around .009 High level > Low level
World-class theatres and musicals . 0 0 1 High level > Low level
A hub to travel to the UK .018 High level > Low level
Associations with famous great persons in history .016 High level > Low level
A hub to travel to the rest o f southern England . 0 0 0 High level > Low level
Interesting sightseeing tours . 0 0 1 High level > Low level
A large variety o f shops and department stores .006 High level > Low level
Worth visiting again . 0 1 2 High level > Low level
Home to famous sport tournaments . 0 0 0 High level > Low level
Affective
Sleepy-A rousing . 0 0 1 High level > Low level
Unpleasant -  Pleasant . 0 0 0 High level > Low level
Gloomy -  Exciting . 0 0 0 High level > Low level
Distressing -  Relaxing . 0 0 0 High level > Low level
Conative
Overall . 0 0 0 High level > Low level
Actions
I will support developments and policies for London’s tourism . 0 0 0 High level > Low level
I will welcome seeing more tourists . 0 0 0 High level > Low level
I will support spending public money on promoting London’s tourism . 0 0 0 High level > Low level
Demogranhics
Age .043 High level > Low level
(9) Travel frequency -  In frequency of the resident respondents’ travelling
patterns, the population displays statistically significant different perceptions in 13
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attributes (Appendix 34). The summary in Table 6-29 illustrates that all the 
statistically significantly differences are related to the most seasoned travellers of the 
population (15+ trips). It is found that these people give higher praise to the 
sophisticated art scene in London, as well as to the city’s options on museums and 
stage productions.
Table 6-29 Summary of Test of Significance: Analysis of Variance on Residents by 
______________________ Travel Frequency Sub-groups______________________
A ttributes Sig
Cognitive performance
A diverse art and cultural scene .013 0-5 trip(s) < 15+ trips
Fascinating museums and galleries .0033 0-5 trip(s) < 15+trips
World-class theatres and musicals .030 0-5 trip(s) < 15+trips
Interesting sightseeing tours .040 0-5 trip(s) > 15+trips
Cognitive importance
Profound associations with the Royal family .040 0-5 trip(s) > 15+trips
Interesting history . 0 1 0 0-5 trip(s) > 15+trips
An ideal location for meetings and exhibitions .036 0-5 trip(s) > 15+trips
Interesting open markets . 0 0 2 0-5 trip(s) > 15+trips
A multi-cultural city .038 0-5 trip(s) > 15+trips
A hub to travel to the UK . 0 0 2 0-5 trip(s) > 15+ trips
Associations with famous great persons in history . 0 0 2 0-5 trip(s) > 15+trips
A hub to travel to the rest o f southern England . 0 0 0 0-5 trip(s) > 15+trips
. 0 0 2 6-15 trips > 15+trips
Affective
Distressing -  Relaxing .032 0-5 trip(s) > 15+trips
However, being experienced international travellers themselves, these resident 
respondents are less impressed with the city tours that are available in London. Eight 
of the cognitive attributes are also regarded by them as less important, particularly 
“A hub to travel to the rest of southern England”. Besides, they also consider 
London to be significantly less relaxing as a destination.
(10) Duration o f Residency -  The analysis concerns the views of the resident
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respondents based on their years of being a Londoner. Only eight attributes 
(Appendix 35) are found to have statistically significant differences. In brief, the 
duration of residency appears to be a minor factor on the respondents’ perceptions. 
There is also no uniform direction on the statistical differences. In spite of that, the 
data in Table 6-30 indicates that respondents who have been living in London for no 
more than 20 years tend to appreciate London’s multi-cultural atmosphere. In 
particular, people who are relatively new as Londoners (10 years or below) consider 
the city to be less relaxing than the rest of the population.
Table 6-30 Summary of Test of Significance: Analysis of Variance on Residents by 
_________________________ Duration of Residency_________________________
Attributes Sig
Cognitive performance
Attractive to first-time visitors .042 1 0  years or below > 31 years or above
A multi-cultural city .044 1 0  years or below > 31 years or above
.042 1 1 - 2 0  years > 31 years or above
Cognitive importance
A hub to travel to the UK .007 1 0  years or below < 1 1 - 2 0  years
.003 1 1 - 2 0  years > 21 - 3 0  years
Affective
Sleepy-A rousing .008 1 0  years or below > 21 - 3 0  years
Distressing -  Relaxing . 0 1 0 1 0  years or below < 1 1 - 2 0  years
.009 1 0  years or below < 21 - 3 0  years
. 0 0 0 1 0  years or below < 31 years or above
Actions
I will support developments and policies for London’s tourism .008 1 1 - 2 0  years > 31 years or above
6.2.7 Destination London and Similar Destinations
The respondents provided 231 suggestions on destinations that are considered to
be the most similar to London as a destination. Table 6-31 shows that Paris takes a
very narrow lead with 73 respondents (31.6%), whereas New York closely follows
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with 30.7 per cent. Berlin and Rome account for 5.2% and 4.3% of all suggestions
respectively. However, there were also 10 respondents (4.3%) who felt that no place
is like London. Their home city is uniquely London.
Table 6-31 Similar Destinations
(N = 231)
Destination N Valid % Destination N Valid %
Paris 73 31.6 Cairo 1 0.4
New York 71 30.7 Coventry 1 0.4
Berlin 1 2 5.2 Dorset 1 0.4
“London is unique” 1 0 4.3 Dubai 1 0.4
Rome 1 0 4.3 France 1 0.4
Barcelona 7 3.0 Manchester 1 0.4
Amsterdam 3 1.3 Melbourne 1 0.4
Boston 3 1.3 Moscow 1 0.4
Edinburgh 3 1.3 Munich 1 0.4
Chicago 2 0.9 Rio 1 0.4
Dublin 2 0.9 Seattle 1 0.4
Hong Kong 2 0.9 Seoul 1 0.4
Madrid 2 0.9 Shanghai 1 0.4
Milan 2 0.9 Sydney 1 0.4
Singapore 2 0.9 Tehran 1 0.4
USA 2 0.9 Tokyo 1 0.4
Venice 2 0.9 Toronto 1 0.4
Bangkok 1 0.4 Turkey 1 0.4
Blackpool 1 0.4 Vienna 1 0.4
Brussels 1 0.4 Windsor 1 0.4
6.3 Comparisons between London Tourists and London Residents
Chapters 6.1 and 6.2 of this Chapter respectively report the data from the tourist
respondents at the Britain and London Visitor Centre and the resident respondents
on the UK Electoral Roll. As the study investigates tourists and residents being the
two distinctive populations who simultaneously inhabit the destination, this section
addresses the research aim by bringing the data from both populations together for
comparisons.
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6.3.1 Demographic Profiles of London Tourists and London Residents
As shown in Table 6-32, both populations consist of slightly more female 
respondents than of males. It is also reported that the resident respondents were 
significantly older on a statistical level. In particular, the tourist population has three 
times the percentage of young respondents from the “21 - 30 years old” segment 
(37.8% versus 12.0%), but half the “61 years old or above” segment (13.0% versus 
24.5%).
When it comes to international travel patterns, the resident respondents are 
statistically more seasoned travellers (Table 6-32). It is worth noticing that about 
half of the tourist respondents (51.1%) had only taken one to five overseas trip(s) in 
the past five years prior to their London visits. In other words, those respondents on 
average took no more than a trip abroad each year. Whilst just 5.4 per cent of the 
tourist population had taken more than 20 overseas trips in the past five years, the 
resident population shows a huge contrast with 32 per cent. The higher propensity of 
frequent travellers among the London resident respondents echoes with the national 
statistics. According to Travel Trends, 2011, Londoners accounted for 20.6 per cent 
of the UK’s outbound travels in 2011 (Office for National Statistics, 2012). They 
also more frequently travelled for business reasons and visiting friends or relatives
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abroad.
Table 6-32 Summary of Profiles of Tourist and Resident Respondents
Tourist respondents (N=262) R esident respondents (N=250)
Gender N Valid % Gender N Valid %
Male 127 48.5 Male 117 46.8
Female 135 51.5 Female 133 53.2
Age group N Valid % Age group N Valid %
2 0  years old or below 2 0 7.6 2 0  years old or below 5 2 . 0
21 - 3 0  years old 99 37.8 21 -  30 years old 30 1 2 . 0
3 1 -4 0  years old 46 17.6 3 1 - 4 0  years old 60 24.1
4 1 -5 0  years old 30 11.5 41 -  50 years old 48 19.3
5 1 -6 0  years old 33 1 2 . 6 5 1 - 6 0  years old 45 18.1
61 years old or above 34 13.0 61 years old or above 61 24.5
Highest attended education N Valid % Highest attended education N Valid %
Primary school or below 3 1 . 1 Primary school or below 5 2 . 0
Secondary school 26 9.9 Secondary school 43 17.3
College (non degree), diploma, associate 46 17.6 College (non degree), diploma. 39 15.7
degree associate degree
Bachelor degree 69 26.3 Bachelor degree 48 19.3
Postgraduate diploma / degree or above 118 45.0 Postgraduate diploma / degree or above 114 45.8
Monthly net personal income N Valid % Monthly net personal income N Valid %
£ 1 , 0 0 0  or below 60 23.3 £ 1 , 0 0 0  or below 69 28.0
£ 1 ,0 0 1 - £ 2 , 0 0 0 59 23.0 £ 1 ,0 0 1 - £ 2 , 0 0 0 40 16.3
£2,001-£3,000 40 15.6 £2,001-£3,000 41 16.7
£3,001-£4,000 30 11.7 £3,001-£4,000 29 1 1 . 8
£4,001-£5,000 2 1 8 . 2 £4,001-£5,000 1 1 4.5
£5,001-£6,000 15 5.8 £5,001-£6,000 14 5.7
£6,001-£7,000 5 1.9 £6,001-£7,000 2 0 . 8
£7,001 or above 27 10.5 £7,001 or above 40 16.3
Overseas trips in past 5 years N Valid % Overseas trips in past 5 years N Valid %
Otrip 1 2 4.3 Otrip 13 5.2
1 -  5 trip(s) 141 51.1 1 -  5 trip(s) 55 2 2 . 0
6 -  1 0  trips 6 8 24.6 6 -  1 0  trips 57 2 2 . 8
1 1 -1 5  trips 31 1 1 . 2 1 1 -1 5  trips 26 10.4
16- 2 0  trips 9 3.3 16- 2 0  trips 19 7.6
More than 20 trips 15 5.4 More than 20 trips 80 32.0
On the other hand, no statistically significant difference is shown in the
educational level of the resident respondents and the tourist respondents (Table 6-32).
Both populations are found to be highly educated with at least 45 per cent of them
holding postgraduate qualifications. Furthermore, it is also shown that the monthly
net personal income of both populations is statistically similar. It is, however.
acknowledged that the income data only reflects the absolute amount of earnings of
the respondents. No conversion for purchasing power parity was made to adjust the
190
relative value of the income level of the tourist respondents.
6.3.2 Comparisons of Cognitive Perceptions - Image Dimensions
Table 6-4 and Table 6-17 in earlier sections illustrate the contrasting results
from the factor analyses. As the summary shows here (Figure 6-7), the results
identify the underlying dimensions of London’s destination image as perceived by
the tourist respondents and the resident respondents. It is found that the principal
dimension for the tourist respondents was the history and culture of London
(Eigenvalue = 8.038). It is the city’s deep-rooted historical and cultural features that
contextualise London being a metropolis (Eigenvalue = 1.946).
Figure 6-7 Image Dimensions of Tourist and Resident Respondents
_________________________ By Eigenvalues of principal components__________________________
Residents
Tourists
1:107 9.361
■8.038
-T IT
1.37
1.946  1.298  1.058  1.014
■ History and Culture Metropolis - Variety UK s Tourism Hub ■ Events
Despite the fact that the resident respondents considered London’s history and
heritage as a primary touristic icon to their city’s tourism as reported in Chapter
6.2.2.1, they did not first and foremost perceive London as a historical and cultural
destination for tourists (Eigenvalue = 1.107). Instead, London is a metropolitan
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destination from the resident respondents’ perspectives (Eigenvalue = 9.361). It is 
the city scape that defines the home city of these London residents.
6.3.3 Comparisons of Cognitive Perceptions -  Initial Impressions
As reported earlier in Chapter 6.1.1.1 and 6.2.2.1, the tourist respondents and 
the resident respondents reflected their initial cognitive perceptions on London as a 
destination through an opened-end question. It is found out that the resident 
respondents were more prolific in reflecting their perceptions on London (843 
resident answers versus 750 tourist answers). Besides, the perceptions of the resident 
respondents are found to be more centralised with fewer phrases used (140 resident 
phrases versus 163 tourist phrases). The full list of the phrases used by both 
populations is appended in Appendix 5 and Appendix 21 for cross reference.
Table 6-33 Top 10 Initial Cognitive Perceptions of Tourist and Resident Respondents
Ranking Initial Perception %
Residents’
ranking Ranking Initial Perception %
Tourists’
ranking
JS. History and heritage 19.5 T' ist History and heritage 24.4 Ist
2nd Big Ben 17.9 1 0 * 2 n d Diversity 22.4 7*
3rd Theatres 1 1 . 8 5* 3rd Expensive place 1 2 . 8 7*
4* Shopping 10.7 2 0 * 4* Buckingham Palace ■ 12.4 7*
5* Tower Bridge 9.5 19* =5* Culture 1 0 . 0 6 *
Culture 9.2 5* =5* Royalty 1 0 . 0 1 0 *
=7 * Buckingham Palace 8 . 0 4* =5* Theatres 1 0 . 0 3 rd
=7 * Diversity 8 . 0 2 n d 8 * London Eye 9.2 1 1 *
=7 * Expensive place 8 . 0 3*d 9 * Arts and art galleries 8 . 8 26*
1 0 * Royalty 7.3 5* = 1 0 * Big Ben 8.4 2 n d
= 1 0 * So much to do 8.4 19*
The summary shown here (Table 6-33) further illustrates the top cognitive 
perceptions that the tourist respondents and the resident respondents initially related
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to London as a destination. Although London is strongly and commonly associated 
with its “History and heritage” by both populations, there were differences in the 
way both populations connected their factual associations to London.
“Big Ben” and “Tower Bridge”, for example, are highly iconic to the tourist 
respondents as their second and fifth most frequently used phrases. However, these 
two sights only made it to the 10^  ^ and 19^  ^ positions respectively by the resident 
respondents. Whilst “Shopping” in London was also highly regarded by the tourist 
respondents (4^  ^position), it was mentioned by merely 5.2 per cent of the resident 
respondents (20th position). By contrast, “Arts and art galleries” was the 9^  ^ most 
frequently used phrase for London among the resident respondents, their tourist 
counterparts gave it a much lower position of 26th (3.1%).
6.3.4 Comparisons of Cognitive Perceptions - Rankings of Mean Ratings
The objective of ranking the means of cognitive attribute ratings is to 
demonstrate the data from a holistic approach. This data transformation method 
reduces complex questionnaire data to a sequence of ordinal numbers. It enables 
direct assessments to the attributes’ positions by their performance or importance, 
whilst cross comparisons between the tourist and resident respondent populations 
provides quick insight into the attributes’ relative positions. Such information
1 9 3
contributes to the comprehension of covert phenomena that are not easily translated 
in the results of tests of statistical significance.
Whilst the full set of rankings are appended for cross reference (Appendix 38), 
the results reported in the text here are restricted to include where the differences 
between the tourist and resident respondents are more than seven positions in the 
rankings. In other words, if the tourists rank an item the first and the residents rank 
the same item the ninth, the result is reported here. However, if the residents rank 
that item the eighth, the result is not reported. The ehoiee of a seven position 
difference here is acknowledged as arbitrary, but it nevertheless served to highlight 
the key differences without overwhelming the result table (Appendix 39).
6.3.4.1 Comparisons of Cognitive Perceptions - Rankings of Performance
The summarised data in Table 6-34 demonstrates that both populations gave 
performance ratings in a moderately similar order. Only two performance ratings of 
cognitive attributes recorded a ranking difference of more than seven positions. As 
such, the tourist respondents rated low on London being “An ideal location for 
meetings and exhibitions” (20* position), whilst the resident respondents were 
relatively approving with a mid-range rank of 12* position. On the other hand, 
“Easy to get around” was ranked in 13* position from the tourist respondents’ point
1 9 4
of view. Their moderate rating is in contrast with the resident respondents who 
considered that London underperforming on this attribute which resulted in the 
bottom rank of position.
Table 6-34 Major Ranking Differences (7<) of Performance Ratings by Tourist and 
_________________________ Resident Respondents__________________________
Ranking
Cognitive Attribute Tourists ’ ranking Residents ’ ranking Difference
An ideal location for meetings and exhibitions 2 0 * 1 2 * - 8
Easy to get around 13* 21" 8
6.3.4.2 Comparisons of Cognitive Perceptions - Rankings of Importance
A maximum ranking difference of only five positions is identified between the 
tourist respondents and the resident respondents. Hence, it is concluded that both 
populations rated cognitive attributes’ importance in a similar order. The full set of 
data is provided in Appendix 38.
6.3.4.3 Comparisons of Cognitive Image - Rankings of Performance versus 
Importance
Table 6-35 outlines the three distinctive margins on the rankings between the
attributes’ perceived performance and importance as rated by both populations
(Appendix 40). As indicated here in the table, London’s ease of getting around was
primarily considered to be an important attribute (4* position and 9* position).
However, the city was unable to impress both the tourist respondents (13* position)
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and the resident respondents (21®^  position) in this aspect. Their lower performance 
ratings result in deficit net margins of -9 and -12 respectively.
Table 6-35 Major Ranking Differences (7<) of Performance and Importance Ratings 
____________________by Tourist and Resident Respondents____________________
Tourists Residents
Cognitive Attribute
Performance
ranking
Importance
ranking
Ranking
Difference
(I-P)
Performance
ranking
Importance
ranking
Ranking
Difference
(I-P)
A multi-cultural city 2Hd 1 0 * 8 jst 1 1 * 1 0
Profound associations with the Royal family 1 2 * 2 1 " 9 13* 18* 5
Easy to get around 13* 4* -9 2 1 " 9* - 1 2
Alternatively, London prides itself standing at the crossroad of the World as “a 
multi-cultural city”. Notwithstanding this attribute is greatly endorsed by both the 
tourist respondents (2"  ^position) and the resident respondents position), it was 
perceived that people do not visit London primarily for a multi-cultural experience. 
In fact, the tourist and resident respondents gave this attribute a mediocre 
importance rating at the 10* and 11* positions respectively.
When it comes to employing the Royal element in London’s tourism image, it
is found out that both the tourist respondents and the resident respondents only
related London with the Royalty moderately (12* and 13* positions). In addition,
neither the tourist respondents nor the resident respondents considered that the
Royalty is of high importance to the destination image of London. The tourist
respondents, in particular, rated its importance with a bottom rank of the 21®^
position. In other words, Royalty only has a marginal role in people’s perceptions of
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London as a destination.
6.3.5 Comparisons of Cognitive Perceptions -  Tests of Statistical Significance
The comparisons here concern whether the ratings of an attribute’s performance 
and importance by both populations demonstrate statistically significant differences. 
As summarised in Table 6-36, the results show that the tourist respondents and the 
resident respondents rated their cognitive perceptions of London differently. Only 
six out of 21 attributes did not record ratings with statistically significant 
differences.
Table 6-36 Summary of the Tests of Significanee of Ratings by Tourist and Resident 
______________________________Respondents______________________________
Cognitive attributes Perform ance Im portance
Worth visiting again
A multi-cultural city Residents > Tourists
Interesting history
Fascinating museums and galleries Residents > Tourists Residents > Tourists
Attractive to first-time visitors Residents > Tourists
A diverse art and cultural scene Residents >  Tourists Residents > Tourists
A large variety o f shops and department stores Residents > Tourists Residents > Tourists
Historical landmarks Residents >  Tourists Residents > Tourists
World-class theatres and musicals Residents > Tourists Residents > Tourists
A huh to travel to the UK Residents > Tourists
Associations with famous great persons in history Residents > Tourists
Profound associations with the Royal family Residents >  Tourists
Easy to get around Tourists > Residents
Great pubs and bars
A hub to travel to the rest o f southern England
Interesting sightseeing tours ■. Residents > Tourists
Special events all year round
Interesting open markets
Home to famous sport tournaments Residents > Tourists
A huh to travel to continental Europe Residents > Tourists Residents > Tourists
An ideal location for meetings and exhibitions Residents > Tourists Residents > Tourists
It is shown that the resident respondents tended to have inflated cognitive views
over the tourist respondents’ views. The resident respondents gave significantly
higher performance ratings on eight cognitive attributes. The tendency is even
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stronger on the importance ratings of the attributes where such significant 
differences were recorded in a total of 13 attributes.
In other words, the resident respondents considered that London performs 
better in various cognitive aspects, and they were also more robust on associating 
London with the researched attributes. There is, however, one exception. The ease of 
getting around in London is the odd case where the tourist respondents gave 
significantly higher praise (5.93). The resident respondents who commute in the city 
on a more regular basis only expressed a rating of 5.58.
6.3.6 Comparisons of Affective Perceptions -  Initial Impressions
As discussed in Chapter 6.1.2.1 and 6.2.3.1, the open-ended question extracted 
the initial affective perceptions of the tourist respondents and the resident 
respondents on London as a destination. A reference to the Appendixes 11 and 25 
indicates that the resident respondents were more prolific in reflecting the emotional 
aspects of their perceptions of London (706 resident answers versus 594 tourist 
answers). Moreover, they were also considerably more extensive in their choices of 
phrases than the tourist respondents (193 resident phrases versus 137 tourist 
phrases).
Table 6-37 further summarises the top affective perceptions that the tourist
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respondents and the resident respondents initially related to London as a destination. 
As such, over 30 per cent of both populations considered that a visit to London is an 
“exciting” experience. Whilst the tourist respondents and the resident respondents 
provided considerably common affective perceptions on London as a destination, 
notable dissonances were identified.
Table 6-37 Top 10 Initial Affective Perceptions of Tourist and Resident Respondents
Tourist respondents: 594 answers in 137 phrases
Ranking Initial Perception %
Residents’
ranking Ranking Initial Perception %
Tourists’
ranking
JSt Exciting 3 0 . 5 IS, IS, Exeiting 3 0 . 4 IS,
2 nd Interesting 1 7 . 6 5 * 2 °d Busy 26:0 3 rd
3 rd Busy 1 5 . 3 2 nd 3 rd Diverse 1 3 . 2 1 6 *
4 th Fun 7 . 3 6 * 4 * Vibrant 1 3 . 2 8 *
= 5 * Happy 6.9 1 0 * 5 * Interesting 9.6 2 nd
= 5 * Overwhelming 6.9 1 7 * 6 * Fun 7 . 2 4 *
= 5 * Relaxing 6 . 9 Çth 7 * Crowded 6 . 8 1 0 *
= 8 * Friendly 5 . 7 1 7 * 8 * Expensive 6 . 4 1 6 *
= 8 * Vibrant 5 . 7 4 * Çth Relaxing 5 . 6 5 *
= 1 0 * Crowded 5 . 0 7 * 1 0 * Happy 5 . 2 1 0 *
= 1 0 * Fast-paced 5 . 0 1 2 *
Precisely as the Prime Minister claimed London as the world’s most diverse 
city (Kirkup, 2012), the resident respondents perceived tourists sharing this same 
sense of London (3* position). It also echoes with their initial cognitive perceptions 
as reported earlier in Chapter 6.3.3, where “diversity” was the second most 
frequently used of the phrases by the resident respondents. However, there were 
merely 3.1 per cent of the tourist respondents primarily relating London to “diverse”, 
leaving it in the 16* position.
On the contrary, “overwhelming” was a more frequently used phrase related to
London as a destination by the tourist respondents (5* position). In fact, it may well
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be a reflection of the diverse offerings of London where tourists were overloaded by 
the amount of things that they experienced in London. Such a phrase was, however, 
at the 17* position, and only referred to by 3.2 per cent of the resident respondents.
6.3.7 Comparisons of Affective Perceptions — Image Scales
Figure 6-8 Tourist and Resident Respondents’
 _________ Affective Bi-Polar Graph___________
D istressing A rousing Exciting
U n p lea san t
7 7
(6.19,5.89) mji
/  (6.08,6.02)
y  (4.64,5.93) (4.69,5.92)
G loom y Sleepy Relaxing
Table 6-38 Tourist and Resident Respondents’ Affective Perceptions
Scales Tourists Residents
Sleepy -  Arousing 6 . 0 2 6.19
Unpleasant -  Pleasant 6.08 5.89
Gloomy -  Exciting 5.92 5.93
Distressing -  Relaxing 4.69 . 4.64
Table 6-38 presents a summary of the ratings of both populations on the four 
two-dimensional bi-polar affective image scales. Whilst the tourist respondents and 
the resident respondents mutually perceived a visit to London as a less relaxing 
experience, the results indicate that the destination image of London still generally
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provokes favourable emotions. It also shows that both populations held relatively 
comparable affective perceptions on London as a destination (Figure 6-8). As a 
result, there was no statistically significant difference identified (Appendix 37).
6.3.8 Comparisons of Overall Perceptions
The conative component of destination image is an overall conclusion of 
people’s mental perceptions on London as a destination. Comparably favourable 
ratings of 6.16 and 6.08 were received from the tourist respondents and the resident 
respondents respectively. The ratings were not statistically significantly different 
(Appendix 37). It is concluded that both populations considered London having 
positive marketing potential as a destination.
6.3.9 Comparisons by Likelihood of Recommendation
As reported earlier in Chapters 6.1.4 and 6.2.5 of the Chapter, both populations 
were asked to express their likelihood of recommending London as a destination to 
visit. The results indicate encouraging ratings of 6.48 and 6.54 by the tourist 
respondents and the resident respondents respectively. Given that both populations 
highly recommend 'London as a destination to visit, no statistically significant 
difference was identified (Appendix 37).
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The comparisons here are further extended to the respondents who rated highly 
recommending London as a destination to visit. The aim is to serutinise the 
divergence between these strong advocates of London’s tourism from both 
populations. It is reported that there were 171 tourist respondents and 170 resident 
respondents rating top score on their likelihood of recommendation.
Table 6-39 Summary of the Tests of Significance of Cognitive Ratings by Tourist and 
___________ Resident Respondents (Likelihood of Recommendation = 7)___________
Cognitive attributes Perform ance Im portance
Worth visiting again Tourists > Residents
A multi-cultural city Residents > Tourists
Interesting history
Fascinating museums and galleries Residents >  Tourists
Attractive to first-time visitors
A diverse art and cultural scene Residents >  Tourists
A large variety o f shops and department stores Residents > Tourists
Historical landmarks
World-class theatres and musicals Residents > Tourists
A hub to travel to the UK
Associations with famous great persons in history
Profound associations with the Royal family Residents > Tourists
Easy to get around Tourists > Residents
Great pubs and bars
A hub to travel to the rest o f southern England
Interesting sightseeing tours
Special events all year round
Interesting open markets
Home to famous sport tournaments Residents > Tourists
A hub to travel to eontinental Europe Residents > Tourists Residents >  Tourists
An ideal location for meetings and exhibitions Residents > Tourists Residents >  Tourists
As a cross reference to Chapter 6.3.5, Table 6-39 demonstrates that those who 
were strong advocates of London’s tourism shared closer favourable perceptions of 
the city as a destination. As such, the tourist respondents and the resident 
respondents who stated highly recommending London only displayed statistically
• A
significant different perceptions on four performance ratings and nine importance 
ratings of the 21 cognitive attributes.
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Whereas these resident respondents also tended to hold inflated views of
London, these tourist respondents were found recognising London significantly
higher on three attributes. Besides London’s performance on ease of getting around,
the tourist respondents who highly recommended London also highly considered
that it is important for the city to be perceived as a destination worthy of multiple
visits. Moreover, they also perceived London to be significantly more pleasant than
the resident counterparts (Table 6-40). There is, however, no significant difference
of their overall conclusion on a statistical level (Appendix 37).
Table 6-40 Summary of the Tests of Significance of Affective and Overall Ratings by
Tourist and Resident Respondents 
(Likelihood of Recommendation = 7)
Affective attributes
S leepy-A rousing
Unpleasant -  Pleasant Tourists > Residents
Gloomy -  Exciting
Distressing -  Relaxing
Conative attribute
Overall
6.3.10 Comparisons with Similar Destinations
.1.6 and 6.2.7 discussed the competing destinations that were perceived to offer 
similar touristic experiences to London. The tourist respondents and the resident 
respondents provided 228 and 231 answers each covering 40 suggested destinations 
respectively. As Table 6-41 exemplifies both populations marked Paris as the prime 
and neighbouring competitor to London’s tourism. It is closely followed by New
2 0 3
York City which offers comparable metropolitan features. Furthermore, it is 
interesting to note that roughly four per cent of respondents from both populations 
considered London as truly unique, and thus, cannot be compared.
Table 6-41 Top 5 Similar Destinations to London from the Tourist and Resident 
______________________ Respondents’ Perceptions_______________________
Tourist respondents: 228 answers in 40 destinations Resident respondents: 231 answers in 40 destinations
Ranking Initial Perception %
Residents’
ranking Ranking Initial Perception %
Tourists’
ranking
JS t - Paris 3 0 . 7 JS t JS t Paris 3 1 . 6 i s t
2 nd New York 2 5 . 0 2 nd 2 nd New York 3 0 . 7 2 nd
3 rd Rome 4 . 8 4 * 3 rd Berlin 5 . 2 6 *
4 * “London is unique” 4 . 4 4 * = 4 * “London is unique” 4 . 3 4 *
5 * Melbourne 3 . 9 1 8 * =4 * Rome 4 . 3 3 rd
6.4 Detailed Comparisons between London Tourists and London Residents
Chapter 6.3 presents comparisons between the tourist and resident respondent 
populations as a whole. This section now seeks to take this further with more 
detailed comparisons of various segments among the respondents. Researchers in 
destination image studies have long stressed the importance of understanding 
segmentations in destination marketing (Kozak, 2002; Kozak, Bigné, Gonzalez, & 
Andreu, 2003). This is because the success of destination marketing is based on the 
marketers’ ability to ascertain the desires of the targeted markets, and to formulate 
adapted marketing messages to interact with them (Ahmed, 1991a; Hudson, 2008; 
Kotlbr, 1997; Vellas & Becherel, 1999).
For the purpose of the analysis here, a detailed comparison was made of the
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segments. For the most part there were no significant differences. Where there were 
such differences they were generally for relatively small segmented groups based on 
demographic differences. For reasons of space and ease of presentation, and because 
they did not contribute to an understanding of the overall research questions, these 
are not reported here. What is reported is an issue that has emerged in earlier studies, 
and which is revealed clearly in these findings; this relates to the differences 
between first time and repeat visitors. Particular focus is given to this partly because 
of its resonance with previous studies, but more importantly, because it relates 
strongly to the aims of this study and the comparison between residents and tourists.
6.4.1 First-time and Repeat Tourist Respondents
Whilst earlier analyses investigate the population as a whole, the tourist 
respondent population of this study in fact consists of 48.9 per cent first-time tourists 
and 51.1 per cent repeat tourists to London. Distinguishing characteristics and 
perceptions between first-time tourists and repeat tourists have also been widely 
reported by academics (Fakeye & Crompton, 1991; Li, Cheng, Kim, & Petrick, 
2008). It is, therefore, essential for this study to understand to what extent each of 
these tourist respondent sub-groups perceived the destination image of London 
differently from each other, and more importantly here, differently from the resident
2 0 5
respondents. Moreover, where the sample size of the sub-groups is sufficient (Black, 
1999), the analyses are further extended to compare the respondents by various 
demographic characteristics, including gender, travel frequency, age, education and 
net income level. A summary of the results of statistically significant differences are 
appended for cross reference Appendix 37.
(1) Whole respondent populations -  Table 6-42 indicates that as opposed to 
the first-time tourist respondents, the repeat tourist respondents shared closer 
perceptions of London with their resident counterparts. These repeat tourist 
respondents are classified as older, with higher income, and very well educated. The 
results suggest that acculturation could be found in tourist respondents of multiple 
visits whose perceptions of London became more like the residents.
Table 6-42 Frequency of Statistically Significant Differences of Ratings on Cognitive 
Attributes (Performance and Importance) by Residents and Tourists’ Sub-groups
Segments Residents versus F irst-tim e Tourists Residents versus R epeat tourists
Whole respondent populations 2 0 14
Gender: Male 13 8
Gender: Female 14 9
Likelihood o f recommendation: Highly (=7) 1 2 8
Age: Below 41 years old 18 5
Education: Bachelor degree or above 15 8
In other words, repeat tourist respondents tend to be more favourable towards
their perceptions of London as a destination. As a result, the perceptions of repeat
tourist respondents are relatively closer to the resident respondents who consistently
rated their home city’s destination image favourably. The tendency is also found in
206
other demographic sub-groups (Table 6-42).
As reported earlier in Chapter 6.3.5, the tourist respondents rated the ease of 
getting around in London statistically significantly higher than the resident 
respondents. It is, however, uneovered here that the perceptual differences only 
precisely exist between the repeat tourist respondents and the resident respondents. 
Table 6-43 indieates that the first-time tourist respondents and the resident 
respondents both rated this attribute low. It is the repeat tourist respondents who felt 
it was easy to get around in London. Such further information justifies dividing the 
tourist respondent population for analysis.
Table 6-43 Summary of the Tests of Significance of Cognitive Ratings by Residents 
__________________________and Tourists’ Sub-groups_________________________
R = Residents, T = Tourists, IstT = First-time tourists, ReT = Repeat tourists
Perform ance Im portance
RVs. RVs. R V s. R V s.
Cognitive attributes R V s.T IstT ReT R V s .T IstT ReT
Worth visiting again R>T R>T
A multi-eultural eity R>T R>T
Interesting history
Fascinating museums and galleries R>T R>T R>T R>T R>T
Attractive to first-time visitors R>T R>T
A diverse art and cultural scene R>T R>T R>T R>T R>T
A large variety o f shops and department stores R>T R>T R>T R>T
Historical landmarks R>T R>T R>T R>T
World-class theatres and musicals R>T R>T R>T R>T R>T
A huh to travel to the UK R>T R>T
Associations with famous great persons in history R>T R>T
Profound associations with the Royal family R>T R>T R>T
Easy to get around T>R T>R
Great puhs and hars
A huh to travel to the rest o f southern England
Interesting sightseeing tours R>T R>T R>T
Special events all year round
Interesting open markets
Home to famous sport tournaments R>T R>T R>T
A huh to travel to continental Europe R>T R>T R>T R>T R>T R>T
An ideal location for meetings and exhibitions R>T R>T R>T R>T R>T R>T
It is also seen that the acculturation of the perceptions of London as a
207
destination heavily concentrates on the performance ratings of London’s cultural 
aspects (Table 6-43). As such, the repeat tourist respondents commonly shared high 
praise for London’s multi-culture, arts and cultural scenes, museums, as well as 
musicals and theatres with the resident respondents. Yet, in terms of attribute 
importance, the tourist respondents’ visitation history to London did not appear to 
have a significant impact on their perceptions. In contrast, the resident respondents 
in general rated the importance of the research attributes more highly.
(2) Puhs and Bars- Both the tourist and resident respondent populations 
generally shared perceptions with mid range ratings for the pubs and bars in London. 
One of the rare exceptions is, for example, the first-time female tourist respondents 
(5.76) who rated the attribute by performance statistically significantly lower than 
the female resident respondents (6.15) (Appendix 37).
On the other hand, both the first-time and repeat tourist respondents with no 
university degree education considered having “Great pubs and bars” as relatively 
important (8* and 13* positions) to London as a destination. The resident 
respondents in the same segment conversely gave it the bottom rank of 21^ position. 
The only other segment who perceived pubs and bars as a relatively important 
feature of London (7* position) is the first-time male tourist respondents (Table
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6-44). Yet, these perceptual differences are based on relativity of rankings. The 
actual score differences of their ratings do not reach a statistically significant level.
Table 6-44 Rankings of Importance of Pubs and Bars by Residents and Tourists’ 
_______________________________ Sub-groups______________________________
Segments Residents First-tim e tourists R epeat tourists
Education: Without bachelor degree 2 E' gth 13*
Gender: Male 15* 1 0 *
(S) Historical Landmarks -  Despite the already promising ratings of 6.20 and 
6.19, female tourist respondents of their first-time and repeat visits to London 
perceived the historical landmarks statistically significantly less favourable than the 
female resident respondents (6.55) (Appendix 37). Furthermore, it is observed that 
younger tourist respondents were also less impressed by the city’s historical 
landmarks. Thus, for the segments populated with younger tourists, such as lower 
age or income segments, statistically significant differences were identified between 
the resident respondents and the tourist respondent sub-groups (Table 6-45).
Table 6-45 Mean Ratings on Performance of Historical Landmarks by Residents and 
___________________________ Tourists’ Sub-groups___________________________
Segments Residents First-tim e tourists R epeat tourists
Age: Below 41 years old 6.44 6.15 6.09
Monthly net income: £2,000 or below 6.50 6 . 0 1 5jW
Table 6-45 shows that the first-time tourist respondents did not appreciate 
London’s historical landmarks as favourably as the resident respondents. However, 
in terms of the importance of historical landmarks to their perceptions of London as
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a destination, the first-time tourist respondents rated the attribute as favourably as 
the resident respondents (Table 6-46). In fact, it is the repeat tourist respondents, 
who generally rated the attribute’s importance lower. The only exception were those 
repeat tourist respondents who highly recommended London for a visit.
Table 6-46 Summary of the Tests of Significance on Historical Landmarks by 
_____________________ Residents and Tourists’ Sub-groups____________________
R  = Residents, T =  Tourists, IstT = First-time tourists, ReT = Repeat tourists
Perform ance Im portance
Segments RV s. IstT RV s. ReT RV s. IstT R V s. ReT
Whole respondent populations R>T R>T
Gender: Male R>T
Gender: Female R>T R>T R>T
Likelihood o f recommendation: Highly (=7)
Age: Below 41 years old R>T R>T R>T
Education: Bachelor degree or ahove R>T R>T
Such findings are also supported by the Table 6-47 which displays the top 
initial cognitive perceptions extracted from the open-ended questions. It is shown 
that the first-time tourist respondents did, in fact, primarily recall the various 
historical landmarks of London. On the other hand, the repeat tourist respondents 
had a mix of initial perceptions that include London’s urban features as a metropolis.
Table 6-47 Top 5 Initial Cognitive Perceptions of First-time and Repeat Tourist 
______________________________ Respondents_____________________________
First-tim e tourists: 344 answers iii 106 phrases R epeat tourists: 406 answers iu 112 phrases
Ranking Initial Perception %
Repeat
tourists’
ranking Ranking Initial Perception %
First-time
tourists’
ranking
L ' Big Ben 2 1 . 1 4 th IS. History and heritage 1 8 . 7 2 nd
2 nd History and heritage 2 0 . 3 IS. Shopping 1 5 . 7 1 0 *
3 rd Buckingham Palace 1 3 . 3 = 2 4 * =2^ Theatre 1 5 . 7 6 *
4 * Royalty 1 1 . 7 2 4 * 4 * Big Ben 1 4 . 9 IS.
5 * Tower Bridge 1 0 . 2 8 * 5 * Culture 1 1 . 2 7 *
(4) Shopping -  As the above Table 6-47 indicates, “Shopping” was the second
most used of the phrases by the repeat tourist respondents. This echoes with Table
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6-48 which shows that the repeat tourist respondents rated both the performance and 
importance of shopping to the destination image of London as favourably as the 
resident respondents did. Conversely, shopping is not at priority of the first-time 
tourist respondents.
Table 6-48 Summary of the Tests of Significance on Shopping by Residents and 
_________________________Tourists’ Sub-groups_________________________
R = Residents, T = Tourists, IstT =  First-time tourists, ReT = Repeat tourists
Perform ance Im portance
Segments RV s. IstT RV s. ReT R V s. IstT R V s. ReT
Whole respondent populations R>T R>T
Gender: Male R>T R>T
Gender: Female R>T
Likelihood o f reeommendation: Highly (=7) R>T
Age: Below 41 years old R>T R>T
Education: Bachelor degree or above R>T
6.5 Chapter Summary
The Chapter outlined the two core stakeholder groups at the destination which 
the study researched. It proffered the key findings of how international leisure 
tourists and residents in central London areas perceived the city as a destination. It 
started with deconstructing the perceptions of the tourist and resident respondents. 
Details of the findings were provided to identify key segments who are strong 
advocates of London’s tourism. Paris and New York City were also identified as 
primary competitors to London as a destination. Such information supplies strategic 
intelligence for targeted marketing or lobbying to fulfil the city’s tourism agenda.
In particular, the study confirmed that people who hold favourable perceptions
211
of London as a destination do have a higher tendency to support policies and 
initiatives that are favourable to the development of London’s tourism. It is 
summarised that older, well educated, and wealthy tourists, who also tend to be 
repeaters to London, are inclined to perceive London as a destination more 
favourably. On the other hand, residents who are more in favour of the destination 
image of London are typically less educated, working class individuals in middle 
age or above.
The Chapter further dwelt on the consonance and dissonance of the way 
London is perceived. It was shown that London is predominantly a metropolis to 
residents, as their cognition of a visit to London is very much set in the context of 
contemporary urban tourism. As such, this highlights a fundamental perceptual gap.
It is because tourists principally gaze on London as a romanticised city of history 
and culture. Especially, first-time tourists characterise London with historical icons, 
or put differently, “touristic” icons. Repeat tourists, however, more emphasize the 
cityscape such as shopping or theatres. Their perceptions of London as a destination 
are found to be closer to the residents.
The findings reported in this Chapter also proffered discussions such as 
meaning of the debatable performance of London’s transport, or the function of the
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Royals who are commonly engaged as part of the contributing elements towards the 
marketing of London’s tourism. This introduces the next Chapter dedicated to 
detailed discussion of the theoretical and practical implications of the findings of 
this study.
2 1 3
CHAPTER 7 DISCUSSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS
The overall objective of this study is to provide knowledge of people’s mental 
perceptions of a place as a destination. The idea is built upon tourists and residents 
both inhabiting the same physical spaces for different temporal durations. The space 
is a journey’s end to the tourists, whilst it is home to the residents. The overlapping 
of activity areas results in constant contests on the meanings and uses of the same 
physical spaces. These contests are also complicated by the influence of other 
stakeholder groups in the tourism system.
As Hannagan (1992) argues, public relations exercises should target both 
external and internal audiences. Such a statement is particularly true for today’s 
tourism. This is because mass tourism on the contemporary scale introduces 
considerable impacts to the lives in destination areas. Thus, the researcher advocates 
going beyond the conventional boundary of a tourist-centric approach in destination 
image studies. It is important for destination marketers and policy makers to 
understand the perspectives both of the tourists and the residents at the destination. 
The aim is to encourage a more harmonious approach to tourism marketing and 
management.
The discussions delivered in this Chapter illustrate the researcher’s reflection on
2 1 4
the implications of the findings in this study. First, this study confirms that subtle 
dissonance of the perceptions of the tourists and the residents does exist even in a 
mature destination that has a well established and distributed image. Such finding 
validates the necessity of bridging the knowledge gap of tourist and resident 
perceptions in the research field of destination image. Secondly, the inclusion of 
both tourists and residents in this study creates a challenge to measure the 
perceptions of two populations who have different experience and knowledge of the 
same physical spaces as a destination. This study’s inquiry of the conventional 
measurement techniques of destination image provides a thought provoking 
opportunity to re-conceptualise the image of a destination, as well as to advance its 
measurement. Thirdly, this study further embraces the stakeholder concept in the 
context of destination image. The findings demonstrate the importance of 
formulating marketing strategies towards both internal and external stakeholders of a 
destination.
7.1 Identifying the Congruence and Dissonance of London’s Destination Image
The resident population, being neither consumers nor marketers, has only been 
addressed in a handful of destination image studies (Agapito et al., 2010; Enrique et 
al., 2005; Hunter & Suh, 2007; Jutla, 2000; Kwon & Vogt, 2010; Ryan & Aicken,
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2010; T. Schroeder, 1996). Here, the current study attempted to extend the horizon 
of academic debates by including the resident population in the research into 
London’s destination image. Refreshing focal points were found which challenge 
some conventional dogma in this research area.
7.1.1 The Dissonance is in the Details
This study confirms that London already has a robust and unique image being 
one of the most visited city destinations in the world (Hedrick-Wong, 2012). The 
perceptions of the tourists and the residents of London’s destination image only 
diverge in the details. Both populations are commonly aware of the primary features 
that constitute London as a destination. This conclusion should not be surprising as 
London is a mature destination with a well established image that is widely 
distributed around the world.
The image of the city is deeply projected to the tourists through numerous 
tourism and non-tourism information channels. At the same time, the residents in the 
central London areas are accustomed to tourism activities in their daily lives. Thus, 
these two populations are far from being strangers to the messages used for 
London’s tourism. However, the tourists and the residents have varied experience 
and attachment to London. Even for a destination that is as well visited and mature
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as London, the mental perceptions of the tourists and the residents about London are 
still based on their subjective interpretations which are influenced by their own 
values. As a result, this study is about identifying the fine dissonance in the details.
7.1.2 A Historical Metropolis with Modernity versus a Modem Metropolis 
with History
London is indeed an old city. Since the City of Londinium was established by 
the Romans in AD 43, the city has experienced the Great Plague, the Great Fire, the 
Victorian development, the Blitz and numerous moments that transformed the city 
over and over for two millennia. Hence, the legacy of historical London has largely 
been eroded over time. The historical features of London that are consumed by 
contemporary mass tourism are, in fact, modern history on London’s timescale of 
two thousand years of history. Yet, this does not discount people’s deep-rooted 
perceptions of London taking the centre stage in history.
At thé same time, London has long been considered as one of the world’s most 
prominent metropolis. Being the capital city of the largest empire that the world had 
ever seen, London became a nexus of people, culture, capital and merchandise. 
Furthermore, the city still remains pre-eminent as a global hub in the 21®^ century. 
The residents of London, for example, are formed by people who speak over 100
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languages on a daily basis (Office for National Statistics, 2013). The diversity of 
offerings in London gives the city great dynamism for tourists and residents to 
experience. Despite being the British capital, London’s unique flare sets the city 
apart from the rest of the country. Thus, London is a globalised city destination in its 
own right.
As shown in Chapter 6.3.2, the study indicates that London as a destination 
centres on its history and cityscape. London is primarily perceived as a historical 
place by the tourists, whereas the residents’ first and foremost association of London 
is as a metropolis. London as a historical place and London as a metropolis are not 
contradictory concepts by nature. As Ritterband, Director of Marketing of Greater 
London Authority, describes it, “London is about the juxtaposition.” (Jones, 2012). 
Yet, these two varying perceptions pose great implications for the positioning of 
London as a destination.
For instance, being the host city of the summer Olympic Games is probably the 
biggest marketing exercise a city can ever stage. The Games provided unparalleled 
opportunities for the host destination to position itself to worldwide audiences ("The 
GREAT campaign," 2012). Carefully selected and crafted marketing messages were 
leveraged by the global attention to London 2012. These messages showcased the
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way London aspired to be gazed upon ("Mayor welcomes world's media to London 
for a 'summer like no other'," 2012). As such, London was portrayed as a creative, 
dynamic and forward-looking city. The aspiration, in fact, echoes the metropolitan 
views of the residents as identified in this study.
The officials of London, however, remind us that the city’s historical past still 
has a vital role to play. As Sandie Dawe, chief executive of VisitBritain, also 
comments, “You can shop anywhere. Yes, the shopping on offer in London is 
amazing, but you can’t see the changing of guard anywhere else.” (Jones, 2012). 
Besides, a survey commissioned by VisitLondon shows that the British people are 
conscious of the drawing power of London’s history and heritage to overseas tourists 
("History and heritage tops London survey," 2012). That said, the pinnacle of 
London’s marketing image centres on the metropolitan cityscape.
This perhaps attributes to the reality that London’s promotion efforts have to be 
generic for an array of audiences. London & Partners as the city’s official 
promotional organisation is set up to be the single voice for attracting businesses, 
students and tourists to London ("About London & Partners," 2011). Moreover, the 
tourists that London aims to attract, also includes segments such as business tourists 
and domestic tourists. As a result, it is unavoidable for London to principally
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highlight its core function as a pre-eminent global hub.
In other words, despite of the prominent importance of history and heritage in 
the destination image of London, the city’s metropolitan features outshine the city’s 
historical flair in its marketing. The challenge is to cohesively unite the old and the 
new of London (Jones, 2012). Thus, the crafting of the destination image of London 
has to be flexible. As the discussions in the following section indicate, it is crucial to 
pragmatically feature different facets of London to different segments of the 
audiences.
7.1.3 Perceptions of Repeat Tourists and Residents
It is explained in Chapter 6 that the tourist respondents and the resident 
respondents do not have drastic differences on their mental perceptions of London as 
a destination. Yet, tourists primarily perceive London as a historical city, whereas 
London residents perceive their home city as a metropolis in general. Nonetheless, 
further investigation as reported in Chapter 6.4 confirms that residents and repeat 
tourists tend to be akin in their perceptions of London as a destination.
Previous research argues that first-time tourists and repeat tourists hold
different mental perceptions of a destination (Fakeye & Crompton, 1991; Li et al.,
2008). In particular, these two groups of tourists have different levels of personal
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knowledge of the destination (Baloglu, 1999). They also consume different physical 
spaces of the destination (Fallon & Schofield, 2003; Lau & McKercher, 2006). 
Moreover, repeat tourists tend to have higher satisfaction with the destination 
(Alegre & Cladera, 2006; S. C. Jang & Feng, 2007). As a result, they hold a more 
favourable destination image as compared to first-time tourists (Milman & Pizam, 
1995; Ross, 1993). Such arguments are also confirmed in this study.
As shown in Chapter 6.1.1 and Chapter 6.2.2, the resident respondent 
population has a tendency to perceive London more favourably as a destination than 
the tourist respondent population. They also tend to consider the researched 
attributes being more relevant to London. Such preferential ratings may be attributed 
to the residents’ strong affection and involvement with the destination as their home 
city. In fact, it is also logical to argue that repeat tourists return because they favour 
the destination. Thus, it is not surprising to see the resident respondents and the 
repeat tourist respondents jointly hold inflated perceptions of London (Table 7-1).
Table 7-1 Summary of Statistically Significant Differences of Cognitive Attribute 
______________ Ratings by Residents and Tourists’ Sub-groups_______________
Performance Residents Vs. Tourists
Residents Vs. 
First-tim e tourists
Residents Vs. 
Repeat tourists
Residents > Tourists 8 9 2
Tourists > Residents 1 0 :
Importance
Residents > Tourists 13 11 11
Tourists > Residents 0 0 0
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Previous text in Chapter 6.4 further exemplifies the congruence of London’s 
destination image for the resident respondents and the repeat tourist respondents. It 
is highlighted that the repeat tourist respondents had inflated perceptions over the 
various cityscapes of London. They, in particular, associate London with 
metropolitan features such as shopping, theatres and culture. Such acculturation of 
destination image may imply that repeat tourists, as destination-familiar tourists, 
perceive and consume the destination beyond the iconic attractions (McKercher, 
Shoval, Ng, & Birenboim, 2012).
For example, “Buckingham Palace” is the third most frequently used phrase of 
the first-time tourist respondents for describing London. Yet, this London icon only 
took the 24* position among the repeat tourist respondents. As D. Wang (2004) 
argues, repeat tourists are no longer obliged to visit “must-see” touristic sites. It is 
concluded that repeat tourists have more flexible schedules and better destination 
knowledge. The repeat tourists explore deeper into a destination’s locality (Lau & 
McKercher, 2006), whereupon they share a closer destination image with the 
residents.
Such congruence opens up an interesting debate to examine destination 
marketing strategies towards potential repeat tourists. This is because repeat tourists
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are less tempted by iconic destination features which they have already consumed in 
previous visits. Their search and consumption of deeper locality may create a bigger 
role for residents playing as image formation agents (Gartner, 1993). In other words, 
the residents can be cast and engaged in marketing campaigns as local experts 
(Rehmet & Dinnie, 2013). They can suggest destination ideas that are perceived to 
be more authentic and off the touristic track.
Nevertheless, the researcher argues that it is open to further research to 
investigate the nature of their congruence. The congruence of London’s destination 
image of the repeat tourist respondents and the resident respondents may, in fact, be 
generated through prolonged exposures and involvement in London (Prayag & Ryan, 
2012). It is also worth noticing that both the repeat tourist respondents and the 
resident respondents are very well travelled, which may result in coincident 
evaluation of a destination.
Destination image studies have been described as highly contextualised. 
Therefore, the findings of the current study may only apply to London being a 
mature destination. Whilst there is lack of scholarship to investigate resident 
destination image, the acculturation of destination image of repeat tourists can only 
be confirmed by multiplying the research into other future studies.
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7.1.4 What London is not
As explained in Chapter 5, the design of the study was built upon a set of
original 56 cognitive attributes that were extracted from existing tourism marketing
materials of London. These attributes were eventually streamlined to a final list of
21 attributes for the questionnaire. The discussions in this study so far have been
primarily dedicated to interpret the way international tourists and London residents
perceived these 21 attributes. However, it is equally interesting and paramount to
examine the attributes that were initially rejected by the tourist respondents and the
resident respondents.
_________ Table 7-2 Summary of the Rejected Cognitive Attributes
* 70% or more opposite respondent population rated as highly associated_________________________
Rejected by both populations
London is an affordable place to visit
London has pleasant weather
London is value for money to visit
London accommodations are reasonably priced
London is an accessible destination for disabled tourists
London is easy to travel for non-English speaking
tourists
Rejected by tourist respondents
London is a year-round destination 
London is a gay friendly destination 
London has a unique skyline 
London is a pedestrian friendly destination 
London has plenty of open spaces 
London is a trendsetter*
London has recognisable film and TV locations
London provides shopping experience in all price ranges
London provides a wide range o f accommodation 
choices
Rejected by resident respondents
London is the symbol of England*
London people are friendly
London has high standards o f tourism services_________
London has modem landmarks
London is a safe place to visit
London is a cyclist friendly destination
London has beautiful rivers and waterways
London attraction tickets are reasonably priced
London has high quality o f accommodation services
London has busy nightlife*
London is attractive to repeat visitors*
London is easy to get to from overseas*
London is great for kids and family to visit 
London has great food
London has plenty o f free museums and activities* 
London has professional tour guides 
London provides a sophisticated selection of 
restaurants
London provides convenient telecommunication 
services
London has an efficient public transport system* 
London is clean
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Table 7-2 lists the 35 attributes that were rejected by the respondents. It is 
acknowledged that the attributes were originally put to test by the researcher, which 
in other words, may be subject to a priori influence. Yet, it is argued that these 35 
rejected attributes also came from marketing materials that are used to promote 
London as a destination to worldwide audiences. These rejections represent the 
aspects of London’s destination marketing that are less recognised by the public. 
The patterns of the rejected attributes are in particular thought provoking.
The results show that London in general is not first and foremost associated 
with reasonable prices, premium quality and great hospitality. It is especially 
alarming to find London falling short of the respondents’ perceptions on essential 
elements such as accommodation, food and safety. These weakest links are, in fact, 
the essences of a destination that every tourist would consume. Such findings appear 
to be paradoxical to London’s tourism success being one of the most visited 
destinations in the world (Hedrick-Wong, 2012).
On the other hand, the results may indeed reflect the robustness of the
destination. Its demand is strong and inelastic enough that tourism services and
' 1 . 
products in London can be priced at premium rates for less than topnotch offerings.
Just as Venice, London is magnetic to tourists. People travel from around the world
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to be in the middle of the destination. It is the unique London flair that keeps the 
destination unparalleled by its rivals. Lspecially, this flair is not rivalled by 
destinations that provide comparative advantages in price and quality.
Nevertheless, the implications of the rejected attributes can be far reaching. 
Attributes of price, quality and hospitality are above all persistently measured in 
previous destination image literature (Beerli & Martin, 2004; Lchtner & Ritchie, 
1991). The approach adopted by this study challenges the conventional dimensions 
and their validity for destination image measurement. The discussions on the 
destination image measurement of the study are unfolded in the following sections
7.2 Advancing the Measurement of Destination Image
The image of a destination is difficult to measure. In particular, it is 
problematic to simplify the innumerable meanings that are attached to a named place 
(Prebensen, 2007). Past scholars have attempted this using various qualitative 
methods to identify the veiled aspects that are not necessarily reported in a 
quantitative study (Ryan & Cave, 2005). However, a majority of past literature is 
based on survey attributes to deconstruct the image of a destination for measurement 
(Lchtner & Ritchie, 1991). This study reported here, by contrast aims to refine the 
technique that is prevalent among tourism academics by visiting mixed-method. It
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provides an example to advance the measurement of destination image.
7.2.1 Questioning the Conventional Cognitive Attribute Lists
As Faber and Stafford (2005) explain, the largest common denominators have 
to be extracted in order to communicate with a mass audience. It is acknowledged 
that the image of a destination consists of a complex mix of elements that are 
different for each individual. However, when scholars attempt to interpret the 
composition of a destination’s image, it is argued here that they can only be 
pragmatic in the aim at identifying the largest common denominators in the mix.
As in any other approach to research, this pragmatic approach to deconstruct 
destination image is not free from limitations. It is not avoidable to concede the loss 
of information as common denominators capture fewer categories than the entirety 
(Schroder & Ganzeboom, 2009). Yet, such aggregation error could be minimized if 
the image is represented at best through common attributes that accurately feature 
the essences of the destination. This is in fact the centre of the research design of 
this study.
However, there is an ongoing academic debate about the issues of selecting
cognitive attributes for measurement (Lchtner & Ritchie, 1993). Scholars are aware
of the challenge of identifying a full and complete attribute list that represents the
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destination (Echtner & Ritchie, 1991; Hunter, 2008). The issues are complicated by 
the reality that each destination is diverse and unique by nature. In addition, past 
studies also argue that tourists of different trip purposes would perceive the same 
destination differently (Covers & Go, 2003). As a result, this study challenges the 
idea of a universal attribute list that can be generalised for all destinations or all 
tourists (Byon & Zhang, 2010; N. Chen & Funk, 2010; Stepchenkova & Morrison, 
2008^
Past attempts have been made to develop a set of dimensions for guiding the 
development of attribute lists (Leisen, 2001). However, such guidance does not 
address the a priori bias. As Dann (1996) explains, whilst respondents may provide 
statistical reliability, the attribute list is still created by researchers under the 
influence of personal values. Thus, it may lead to irrelevant attributes being tested 
(Tapachai & Waryszak, 2000). Some attribute lists have been created from 
interviews, researcher’s perspectives, or referencing the attribute list from other 
studies (Li, 2011; Ooi, 2004). Indeed, the ways researchers created their attribute 
lists are not clearly reported in a majority of past destination image literature.
In view of the questionable validity of the measurements in a number of 
previous destination image studies, the researcher emphasizes the use of exiting
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tourism marketing materials of London to assemble the original attribute pool. This 
mechanism is the first line of assurance to the measurement. This is because all the 
extracted attributes had already been used for marketing London to worldwide 
audiences. Therefore, these attributes should demonstrate high level of 
representations of London.
For the reason that London is a popular and mature destination, there is an 
ample amount of tourism marketing materials of London being circulated in the 
market. Similar materials are also highly accessible for other destinations. Thus, it is 
argued that such a mechanism of data collection is very manageable and replicable 
for future research. The following sections further the discussions of the application 
of such research design.
7.2.2 Re-examining the Composition of the Image of a Destination
As discussed earlier in the text, there is no universal attribute list that can be 
applied to all destinations or all tourist types. This is due to the complexity of the 
destination, with each of them being composed of a dissimilar mix of elements. In 
addition, tourists with different purposes of visit, consume a destination differently, 
and thus, develop dissimilar ways to perceive even the same physical spaces.
Past scholars acknowledge the impracticality of imposing a rigid attribute list. It
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is, therefore, unavoidable to modify the attribute list for each destination image 
study. Hence, they attempt to explore a framework of essential image dimensions for 
measurement (Beerli & Martin, 2004; Echtner & Ritchie, 1991; Leisen, 2001). 
These dimensions provide a guideline for selecting attributes which summarise the 
composition of a typical destination. The logic of their concept is to cover the 
entirety of the destination. Thus, they stress to enlist attributes under essential 
dimensions such as natural resources, culture, infrastructure, tourism facilities or 
hospitality services.
This approach contextualises destination image measurement. This is because 
attributes are selected to maximise the coverage and to reflect the individuality of 
the researched destination. However, it is argued that such an approach is 
fundamentally flawed. The objectivity of maximisation is ironically biased. It fails 
to reckon the subjectivity of people’s mental perceptions. Image, above all, is not an 
imitation of reality (Nancy & Fort, 2005).
The discussions in Chapter 3.1.4 demonstrate that image is never a descriptive 
record. Image always offers room for subjective interpretation (Kotler, 1997). In the 
field of destination image, the destination becomes the target for imagination 
(Forrester, 2000). The mental pictures of people’s imagination may or may not cover
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all elements of the destination. In other words, it is argued that the “real” destination 
images in people’s mind only reflect some facets of the destination in reality. Thus, 
it is a biased approach to measure the image of a destination by its metaphysical 
entirety.
Considering that destination image research is a study on subjectivity, such a 
principle is carried through firmly via the research design of this study. Therefore, 
the attributes being measured in this study have to adhere to the respondents’ 
perceptions. The framework of essential image dimensions is adopted as a reference 
for sourcing the initial attribute pool. As a result, the power of attribute selection 
goes to the respondents. As such, the use of Q-sort demonstrates a fresh approach to 
re-examine the procedures of attribute selection. Its implications are fundamental.
7.2.3 Using Q-sort for Attribute Selection
The research here aims to develop an a posteriori approach to address the 
arbitrary and personal bias common in destination image literature. Therefore, the 
technique of Q-sort is employed. As discussed in the Chapter 5, 56 cognitive 
attributes were initially extracted from existing tourism marketing literature of 
London. Despite the fact that the attributes originated from existing sources on the 
market, the extraction of the attributes was still performed by the researcher. Thus,
2 3 1
the attributes were inevitably subject to a degree of researcher’s bias.
However, the introduction of the Q-sort as the first phase research of this study 
was exactly meant to tackle such an issue. It is because the 40 respondents were 
given the decisive power to judge whether the cognitive attributes reflect the value 
and significance of their perceptions on London as a destination (Stergiou & Airey, 
2011). Such a mechanism passes the sorting and filtering process to the respondents.
It ensures that the researcher’s selection did not dictate the final outcomes. Hence, 
this mechanism is the second line of assurance to the measurement.
This represents that the final cognitive attributes in this study had passed two 
high thresholds before the main research was conducted. The point to be made here 
is that the Q-sort produced a list of 21 valid attributes that reflect the subjectivity of 
the respondents’ perceptions. This is evidenced by the results from the questionnaire 
survey which achieved an excellent level of internal consistency. Therefore, it is 
argued that the attribute list employed in this study is valid and reliable for 
measuring London’s image as a leisure tourist destination.
This study demonstrates the use of Q-sort for advancing the measurement of 
destination image. Such a method is a systematic technique designed for extracting 
subjectivity (Stenner, Watts, & Worrell, 2008). This, in fact, corresponds with the
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subjective nature of destination image. Q-sort requires limited amount of resources 
and provides a valuable contribution to improving attribute validity in destination 
image measurement. It is proven to be a manageable and effective technique for 
future research. Nevertheless, it challenges the dogma of what constitutes the image 
of a destination.
7.2.4 Re-thinking the Image of a Destination
This study identifies history and cityscapes as the two principle dimensions of 
London’s destination image. At the same time, it highlights the fact that London is 
not strongly associated with hospitality services. All attributes on accommodation 
and dining establishments, in particular, were rejected by the respondents via Q-sort. 
These rejections have deep implications. This is because these attributes are 
inevitably tested in past literature on destination image, inasmuch as hotel rooms 
and food are universally consumed by most tourists.
For example, the UK’s International Passenger Survey shows that 83 per cent of 
international tourists of London ate in restaurants ("Activities Undertaken by 
Visitors from Overseas in Different Areas of the UK," 2010). As a matter of fact, 
tourists need to eat and a majority of them have no access to cooking facilities. Most 
tourists are, of course, captured to patronise restaurants. However, the survey data
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was then wrongly reported as “overseas visitors were enticed to the capital last year 
by the opportunities to eat out (83%)”("London: Why Tourists Visit London," 2011). 
The needs of tourists to eat out are misinterpreted as them being attracted to London 
by the city’s culinary offerings. Had 83 per cent of international tourists been 
attracted to London for food, it would not be difficult to associate London’s 
destination image to food. This self-fulfilling prophecy illustrates why some 
attributes, such as the “food attribute”, are intolerantly conceived as a must in past 
literature on destination image.
Yet, destination image is a study of subjectivity. Many phantom attributes have 
been measured in past literature due to the myths of legendary must-have attributes. 
This study demonstrates that some prevalent attributes such as the “food attribute” 
are not necessarily inevitable in the image of a destination. As a result, the 
researcher advocates re-thinking the customary practice of destination image 
measurement.
That said, the advocacy should not be understood as disproving the value of 
investigating those phantom but “must-have” attributes. From a destination 
management point of view, it is essential to understand the way people perceive 
various aspects of a destination. In particular, destination marketing is about shifting
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perceptions. Destination marketers need to be aware of people’s existing mental 
perceptions, and to formulate strategies in order to enhance the destination’s overall 
positioning in the long run.
The line between strategic intelligence and the actual destination image was 
never clearly drawn. Such ambiguity among academia over the composition of the 
image of a destination discounts the validity of past literature on destination image. 
In consideration of the emphasis of this study on the context and the content of 
measuring the image of a destination, the researcher went beyond the conventional 
investigation of measuring attribute performance. As the discussions in the 
following Chapter 7.2.5 explain, measuring attribute importance contributes to new 
implications of the understanding of destination image.
7.2.5 Implications of Measuring Cognitive Attribute Importance
The literature review in Chapter 3 shows that Likert-type scales are the 
prevalent techniques for measuring destination image. The assumption of Likert that 
all attributes are equally important has been influencing the measurement of 
destination image attributes for over four decades (Likert, 1967). However, 
destination image is a subjective interpretation. It is then very legitimate to question, 
whether some facets of a destination are subjected to higher emphases than others.
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The findings of this study confirm the value of such a probe. It is because having 
known the importance of an attribute provides clues to prioritise limited resources 
on the ones that are more relevant for shifting people’s perceptions.
For example, previous discussions in Chapter 6.3.4 illustrate the marginal 
importance of the Royal family to both the resident respondents’ and the tourist 
respondents’ perceptions of London as a destination (Table 7-3). As international 
tourists share limited sentimental connections with the British Momach, it is very 
arguable if they indeed associate London’s destination image with the House of 
Windsor. They perhaps associate London with Royal history and heritage instead. 
Yet, the Royal family, or Royal events in particular, has been heavily borrowed for 
tourism marketing of London and the UK.
Table 7-3 Ratings and Rankings of Selected Cognitive Attributes by Tourist and 
___________________________Resident Respondents__________________________
Perform ance Im portance
Tourists Residents Tourists Residents
Cognitive attributes (Rating /  Ranking) (Rating /  Ranking) (Rating / Ranking) (Rating /  Ranking)
Profound associations with the Royal family 6.08 / 12* 6 .04 /13* 4 .6 7 /2 1 " 5 .41 /18*
Easy to get around 5.93 /  13* 5 .58/ 2 P ‘ 6 .1 2 /4 * 6.09 /  9*
Whilst VisitEngland anticipated that the Diamond Jubilee celebrations would 
attract “increased visitor numbers for years to come” ("Jubilee Spending Boost - But 
Economy Is Down," 2012), VisitBritain claimed the Royal wedding would trigger 
tourism boom that would last several years (Z. Wood, 2011). It is acknowledged that
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the celebrity factor of the Royal family captivates global awareness of London and 
the UK. It is in the hope that higher awareness, compounded with marketing 
campaigns, heightens intention to visit.
However, past literature reminds us that intention to visit alone does not 
materialise in visitation (Gomezelj & Mihalic, 2008). As explained in Chapter 3.5, 
an actual visit is subject to an evaluation process by balancing the tourist’s cognitive 
evaluation and affective appraisal (Ahmed, 1991a; Baloglu & McCleary, 1999a; 
Leisen, 2001). Only the destination that is perceived to provide the highest overall 
rewards actualise a visitation (Gartner, 1993).
The findings of this study point out clearly that people primarily associate 
London as a destination with an array of historic and metropolitan features. It is in 
point of fact that the Royal family features only have marginal importance to 
London. In other words, the Royal family and the Royal events undoubtedly 
generate a momentum of publicity for London, but the well-liked claims over 
incremental international visitor arrivals drawn by the Royals are arbitrary. Thus, 
this study shows that marketers of London have to remain clear-headed in this 
regard.
On the other hand, getting around in London is also an interesting example for
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discussing the implications of researching attribute importance. The data in this 
study show that tourist respondents gave a modest performance rating on ease of 
getting around in London (Table 7-3). Yet, the resident respondents were 
comparatively less tolerant of their home city’s public transport. However, both 
populations agreed that being easy to get around in London is a rather important 
contributor to the destination image of London.
The relatively high importance of London’s ease of getting around provides 
justification to invest in improving the mobility of London. Particularly, the resident 
respondents, as constituents of London, expressed their consensus in relation to its 
importance. Hence, public spending and efforts on such improvement are more 
likely backed by public opinion. The findings highlight the significance of going 
beyond the conventional tourist-centric approach in destination image studies. 
Especially, residents are a key stakeholder group in a destination. Their perceptions 
of the image of their home region as a destination are found to have implications on 
their level of support towards tourism development.
7.3 Advocating the Stakeholder Concept in Destination Image Studies
This section is in response to the discussions proffered in the literature review 
chapters that emphasize the importance of understanding host-guest relationships in
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the context of tourism. As the researcher questions the tourist-centric approach in 
destination image research, the debates date back to its origin in the 1970’s 
(Goodrich, 1978; Govers & Go, 2003; Gunn, 1988; Hunt, 1975). It is explained that 
the foundation of destination image research originated from earlier literature on 
product image (Echtner & Ritchie, 1991). Such an origin from the discipline of 
marketing gives explication to a consumer focus in destination image literature.
Scholars in destination image research have given persistent attention towards 
tourists, the travel trade and the destination management organisations for over 40 
years. As Gartner (1986) illustrates, image is a function of brand and the tourists' 
and sellers' perceptions of the attributes of activities or attractions available. 
Touristic symbols are, therefore, attributed by tourists and marketers (Tasci & 
Gartner, 2007). Indeed, the marketing nature of destination image studies is 
indisputable. However, the conventional views on destination image studies 
fundamentally neglect the role of residents being an important stakeholder group in 
the tourism system.
In particular, the production and consumption of tourism experiences are rooted 
in the destination. The space is called a destination by the tourists, whilst the 
residents call it home. Hence, the implications of tourism activities to the local
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community are wide reaching. In spite of the proliferation of host-guest studies in 
tourism academia, scholarship devoted to understand how residents perceive their 
home region as a destination is seriously lacking. Thus, in this study, the researcher 
explores the host-guest discourse of a destination from the perspective of their 
mental perceptions.
7.3.1 Residents as an Important Stakeholder Group
The literature review chapters provide a debate on residents as an important 
stakeholder group. It is argued that residents are constituents who have direct and 
indirect influences over the policies, planning and funding of tourism initiatives. 
Previous literature even illustrates examples of residents posing a high threat level to 
the operation and survival of destination management organisations (Sheehan & 
Ritchie, 2005). Spending public money to promote tourism is not always favourable 
among voters after all (Mak, 2008).
This study extends the investigation of residents as an important stakeholder 
group in the context of destination image. It challenges the view of colonial legacy 
where tourists are intruders and residents are indigenous (L'espoir Descosta, 2006).
It is argued that residents are empowered to take part in the fabrication process of 
the image of a destination. Their empowerment is not merely due to the encounters
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and interactions of tourists and residents at destination. As a matter of fact, residents 
have a stake, as well as their own opinion, in tourism.
As tourists visit a destination to spend on their stereotyped perceptions (Urry, 
2002), residents also gaze upon the tourists to merchandise contrived tourism 
products and services (Tucker, 1999). Thus, the production and consumption of 
tourism experiences involves mutual projections of own subjective interpretations of 
a destination between two heterogeneous groups of populations. The clash of 
perceptions is, therefore, a certainty. It represents the need for an understanding of 
the perceptions of both populations. Only then is it possible to formulate strategies 
for addressing their perceptual gaps. This leads to the researcher’s call to embrace 
residents in destination image research.
7.3.2 Destination Image of the Residents and their Support for Tourism
Many destination management organisations have recognised residents as an 
important stakeholder group (Gretzel et al., 2006; Sheehan & Ritchie, 2005). Some 
organisations even devote a huge amount of resources and efforts to promote the 
importance of tourism to local communities (Yung, 2000). Earlier discussions in 
Chapter 2.6.2 indicate that residents and politicians could develop hostile attitudes 
and behaviours towards tourists and tourism development in destinations where
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tourism is negatively perceived. It is, therefore, essential to assess the communities’ 
perceptions at the destination.
Past literature has contributed to a prolific amount of research on analyzing 
residents’ perceptions of the effects of tourism (Oviedo-Garcia et al., 2008). These 
studies provide a linkage to understand residents’ perceived tourism impact and their 
support for tourism planning and development (Ryan & Aicken, 2010). In contrast, 
the understanding of the residents’ perceptions of the destination image of their 
home region is scanty within academia. The inclusion of residents’ perceptions in 
this study does not only address the omission of such an important stakeholder 
group in previous literature, it also comprehends the knowledge gap of residents’ 
support for tourism.
This study concludes that resident respondents are generally supportive of 
tourism activities in their home city (Table 7-4). The approving attitudes of the 
London residents are favourable towards the city’s planning and development as a 
destination. This is principally essential to London to continue being one of the most 
visited city destinations in the world (Hedrick-Wong, 2012). This study, in particular, 
indentifies that the resident respondents with a strongly positive destination image of 
London, are also statistically significantly more supportive for London’s tourism.
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Table 7-4 Resident Respondents’ Support for Tourism in London
Actions Mean ratings
Recommending London as a destination to visit 6.54
Supporting developments and policies for London’s tourism 5.87
Welcoming more tourists in London 5.54
Spending public money on promoting London’s tourism 5.12
The findings of the current study highlight the potential of engaging residents 
internally with tourism marketing campaigns. If a positive destination image among 
the local communities can yield stronger support for tourism development, it 
becomes important to formulate strategies to foster residents’ mental perception of 
their home city as a destination. It is argued that the causal relationship between the 
respondents’ attitudes and perceptions is open for further research.
7.4 Chapter Summary
The Chapter recapitulated the essence of this study that was illustrated through 
an explication of tourists’ and residents’ mental perceptions of London as a 
destination. As the case stands, tourists and residents both inhabit the same physical 
spaces with the disparity of temporal durations. This Chapter headlined the 
ideological clashes of gazes between two heterogeneous populations. It was an 
investigation of discourses on a place to visit / to be visited. The discussions staged 
thought provoking debates on London as a case study, destination image studies as a 
research field, as well as residents as a stakeholder group.
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The first section of this Chapter centred on the congruence and dissonance of 
London’s destination image. It was confirmed that London is a mature destination 
with a well established image that is widely distributed around the world. In fact, 
both respondent populations had no dispute tout emsemble of the destination image 
of London. However, this study showed that international tourists see London as a 
historical metropolis with modernity, whilst Londoners see their home city as a 
modem metropolis with history.
Nevertheless, the discussions also illustrated that repeat tourists and residents 
perceive the destination relatively alike. The acculturation of the way repeat tourists 
perceive a destination suggested a fresh angle to examine marketing strategies for 
attracting repeated visitations. Moreover, even though London is attractive to both 
first-time and repeat tourists, the study shed light on the reality that London is not 
associated with reasonable prices, premium quality and great hospitality. The 
implications of such findings are twofold. This is because the findings confirmed the 
robustness of London as a popular destination, in which the city’s tourism is not 
rivalled by competing destinations that have comparative advantages in price and 
quality. On the other hand, the rejections of some universal attributes in this study 
challenged the dogma of measuring the image of a destination.
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As the Chapter further dwelt on the measurement of destination image, the 
discussions questioned the a priori bias that is prominent with the conventional 
practices in destination image literature. The use of existing marketing materials of a 
destination for attribute selection was, therefore, advocated in this study as the first 
line of assurance to the measurement. Furthermore, the notion of pivotal dimensions 
for image measurement was challenged by this study as fundamentally flawed. It is 
in the point of fact that the subjective nature of people’s mental perceptions was 
shadowed by the pursuit of containing the entirety of a destination.
As a result, the discussions provided solid justifications over the adoption of 
Q-sort in this study as a technique specialised in assessing subjectivity. Such a 
mechanism was considered in this study as the second line of assurance to the 
measurement. It is because Q-sort ensured a posteriori knowledge in the selection of 
attributes, which also filtered phantom attributes that are common in past literature. 
Whilst the sampling techniques of the study warranted the reliability of the data, it 
was argued that the research design secured its validity.
One of the emphases of this study is placed on the context and the content of 
measuring the image of a destination. As the researcher questioned the 
appropriateness of presuming all attributes to be equal, this study went beyond
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conventional investigation to explore the importance of attributes. The discussions 
exemplified the contrasting importance of the Royal family and ease of getting 
around to people’s perception of London as a destination. The extended 
investigation of image importance is particularly valuable. This is because this study 
involved tourists and residents as two heterogeneous groups of stakeholders. The 
study acknowledged their varying gazes that are projected on a destination.
Such argument links back to the reminder of this study where the marketing 
origin of destination image studies dwarfs the representation of residents in past 
literature. This is a great irony above all, considering the popularity of the discourse 
on host-guest relationships in tourism academia. Yet, this study confirmed that the 
residents’ perceptions of the image of their home region as a destination have 
implications on their level of support towards tourism development. Therefore, the 
researcher advocated investigation of residents’ perceptions in the context of 
destination image. The conventional tourist-centric approach in destination image 
studies since 1970’s falls short to address the implications of the ever growing 
international mass tourism and the rising stakeholder concept in a civil society in the 
2 century.
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CHAPTERS CONCLUSIONS
The establishment of destination image research is built upon the determinant 
influence of image on the success of a destination (Baloglu & McCleary, 1999a; 
Yuksel & Akgul, 2007). In particular, tourism experience is intangible by nature, 
whilst its production and consumption only happen simultaneously at the destination. 
Thus, the image of a destination is a crucial reference for tourists to select the travel 
location without the presence of physical evidence. Only the destinations that deliver 
an image of high perceived value can trigger visitation (Tapachai & Waryszak, 
2000).
The importance of destination image has widely generated scholarly attention 
for over four decades. It is a saturated research area with a prolific number of studies 
that are hitherto incomparable (Cai, 2002; Li, 2011). This study acknowledges the 
age-old fact that each destination is complex and unique, and thus, the compositions 
of people’s subjective perceptions on different destinations are too diverse for direct 
comparison. Moreover, this study is concerned with new applications of old ideas. It 
employs London as an example to apply some simple but innovative approaches for 
advancing the knowledge of destination image and its measurement.
Researching the image of a destination is a subtle process. The process begins
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with deconstructing the innumerable representations of a named place as destination. 
They are then reduced to a manageable set of facets which capture the essence of a 
destination. After collecting and analyzing the views from the respondents on the 
essence, the data provides a picture which is reconstructured to summarise the way 
people perceive the destination. If the process of deconstruction and reconstruction 
of the destination’s image fails to faithfully reflect the subjective perceptions of the 
researched population, there is a great degree of likelihood where the findings of the 
research are alienated from the actual destination image.
8.1 Recapitulation of the Study
The study has gone the extra mile of mapping out the foundation of destination 
image: the destination and the image. It also poses a thought provoking challenge to 
the customary tourist-centric practice that prevails in destination image studies. The 
probe was further extended into questioning the appropriateness of presuming all 
attributes to be equal. In fact, this is a study examining the gaps of “what”, “who” 
and “how” in destination image research.
8.1.1 The “What”
The first literature review chapter began with an exploration of the existence of
destinations in the tourism system (Chapter 2.2). It led to the realisation of the
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indefinite composition of destination mix in Chapter 2.4 (Fabricius & Carter, 2007). 
Yet, the fluid concept of a destination is not peculiar to its composition. The 
multiplicity of its spatial boundary also complicates how people delimit a 
destination (Chapter 2.5). As a result, the notion of what a particular destination is 
can be a highly contested idea.
By scrutinising the fundamental elements of destination image (Chapter 3.4), 
this study annotates that there is neither “the image” nor “the destination”. In other 
words, each destination is unique, and thus, no two destinations share identical 
destination images. As a result, it is argued that the abstraction of the researched 
destination is fundamentally critical in destination image studies. It ensures that 
what is being measured about the researched destination does genuinely reflect the 
way the researched population perceive it. Consequently, a technique specialised for 
extracting subjective opinions is introduced in this study for such a purpose.
8.1.2 The “How”
Yet, the abstraction of “what is the researched destination” was just the 
beginning of this study. The probe of this study further explored “how do the 
researched populations conceive the researched destination”. As the earlier 
discussions pointed out, the conception of a destination’s image is not solely about
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its components, but it is also about the meanings that are attached to its components. 
For that reason, this study examined both perceived performance and importance of 
the researched destination’s attributes to the researched populations.
Image as mental perception becomes meaningful by the human brain mediating, 
filtering and adopting sensual stimulations through a process of intellectual 
fabrication (Forrester, 2000). Nevertheless, the fabrication of meanings is highly 
subject to the influence of social and cultural norms (Finkelstein, 2007; Haber, 
1985). Therefore, the conception of destination image is subjective and 
heterogeneous (MacKay & Fesenmaier, 1997). Hence, it is paramount to 
unequivocally identify the researched populations whose views as images are being 
sought. In fact, this provides another important message from this study.
8.1.3 The “Who”
Chapter 4 here is about people and place. It opens up discussions on the most 
important underpinning of tourism and tourism research. In particular, a majority of 
tourism studies is inevitably grounded in learning of the relationships between 
people and place (Chapter 4.1). This is because tourism is the result of a person 
visiting a non-home environment (Towner & Wall, 1991). Whilst a destination is a 
non-home environment to tourists, the very same physical space is home to local
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residents. As such, international tourists and local residents are the research subjects, 
and, London is the research object of this study.
This study challenges the tourist-centric practice that prevails in destination 
image studies. Especially, tourism comprises a complicated mix of domestic and 
foreign stakeholder groups interacting at the destination (Ryan & Aicken, 2010). It 
is argued that the previous direction of this research area is confined by its 
marketing origin. Therefore, destination image research has long been regarded as 
studies on consumer perceptions. The review of literature in this study, however, 
clearly displayed scholarship on resident perceptions in various fields of the tourism 
literature (Chapter 4.3.4). Thus, research on resident perceptions is not a novel 
concept within tourism academia.
In view of the important stakeholder role of residents in the visitor economy, 
this study contributed to the lacking scholarly understanding of the way local 
residents perceive their home place as a destination. In particular, it is their place of 
residence that is being promoted to foreign populations (B. King et ah, 2000). 
Notwithstanding individuals in a local population share asymmetrical interest in 
tourism (Prideaux & Cooper, 2003), earlier discussions in this study illustrated the 
complications if residents develop hostile perceptions towards tourism. Hence, the
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understanding of residents’ perceptions provides crucial intelligence to the success 
of a destination. As the researcher explicitly argues, any destination is far from 
merely a consumer product after all. This study advocated a slight and overdue 
adjustment of a product marketing concept to reflect the host-guest discourse of 
tourism research.
8.2 Summary of Key Findings
This study reveals evidence which sheds light on the knowledge of destination 
image. Its findings advance from academic status quo and archive fresh 
understanding of London’s image as a leisure destination. It is perhaps 
underwhelming to have reported London’s favourable image as a leisure destination. 
Yet, beneath this finding, both the tourist and resident respondents’ favourable 
destination images unambiguously affirmed London’s position as one of the most 
visited city destinations in the world (Hedrick-Wong, 2012).
The respondents of this study principally compared London with Paris and New 
York as a leisure destination. The finding signifies the juxtaposition of the old and 
the new of London (Jones, 2012). Such a character of London is somewhat 
paradoxical yet fascinating, and more importantly, truly unique. London poses the 
legacy of romanticised history of the former British Empire, whilst it is also
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regarded as an avant-garde capital city of the United Kingdom. That explains the 
favourable perceptions of London being a historical metropolis with modernity to 
the tourists, as well as a modem metropolis with history to the residents.
However, the favourable destination image which London accomplishes is far 
from unshakable. In point of fact, this study exposes a number of pseudo-aspects of 
the city’s propaganda. London in reality is not associated with reasonable prices, 
premium quality and great hospitality. Nevertheless, it has been stressed throughout 
here that destination image is a subjective evaluation of a destination. Subjectivity is 
always persistent, and thus, perceptions on a destination are changed slowly 
(Gartner & Hunt, 1987). For instance, London has moved far from being a culinary 
desert, but the findings suggest that a trip to London is still not related to culinary 
experience by first-time tourists, tourists who returned or even Londoners 
themselves.
In many ways, this study is in accordance with previous literature that repeat 
tourists in general develop more favourable perceptions of the destination (Milman 
& Pizam, 1995; Ross, 1993). In fact, resident respondents of this study were also 
identified holding much-touted destination images of their home city. Moreover, 
similar to the resident respondents, repeat tourist respondents associated London
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more to the city’s metropolitan features. As such, past studies on spatial movements 
of tourists confirmed that repeat tourists consume the destination in less touristic 
patterns (Fallon & Schofield, 2003; Lau & McKercher, 2006; McKercher et ah, 
2012). It is suggested that acculturation could be found in tourists of multiple visits 
whose perceptions of London became more like the residents.
To be perceived as a favourable place to visit is absolutely paramount to every 
destination. The influence of a favourable destination image has long been 
recognised for stimulating visitation and positive word-of-mouth (Echtner & Ritchie, 
1991; Fakeye & Crompton, 1991; Kozak, 2002; Sirakaya et al., 2001). The findings 
confirm that Londoners hold positive image of London as a destination and support 
their home city’s tourism agenda. Such a finding opens up a new angle to rethink 
internal destination marketing (Chiappa & Bregoli, 2012; Choo, Park, & Petrick, 
2011; Garcia, Gomez, & Molina, 2012).
8.3 Research Contribution
This study examined the way international tourists and local residents perceive 
London as a leisure destination. The results of the analyses in this study provided 
theoretical insights for advancing destination image research, as well as practical 
implications for destination management organisations.
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(1) Advancing the measurement o f destination image -  The review of literature 
exposed the lack of rigour common in the attribute selection process of destination 
image literature. This study brought the issue to the fore and tackled it by 
introducing the technique of Q-sort. In particular, the methodological and 
philosophical perspectives underlying Q-sort are suitable for measuring subjective 
opinions where consensus has not been established (Stenner et ah, 2008; Stergiou 
& Airey, 2011). Q-sort embraces an alternative approach to research as advocated in 
this study for eontextualising destination image research. This approach is not 
resource-heavy and can be replicated for future research. The outcome of this 
approach is a set of attributes which reveal the subjectivity of the perceptions of the 
researched population on the researched location as a destination.
(2) Contextualising the components o f destination image -  This study
avowedly acknowledged previous literature on the indisputable subjective nature of
destination image. In fact, such nature lays the conceptual gap of the composition of
destination image. Despite the image of a destination being based on reality (Vellas
& Becherel, 1999), image is not an imitation of reality (Nancy & Fort, 2005). Image
is a product of people’s subjective evaluation after abstracting information and
fabricating meanings in mind. Therefore, research of destination image is a research
of bias. It should only reflect the perceptions of the aspects that are considered by
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the researched population. In other words, the components of a destination’s image 
do not necessarily mirror the components of that very destination. This study posed 
a solid argument to radically challenge the norm of equalising both seemingly 
overlapping but fundamentally distant concepts.
fSJ Enhancing the relevance o f destination image research -  A majority of 
destination image literature centres on the ratings of attribute performance 
(McCartney, 2006). Such practice fails to respond to the subjectivity of people’s 
mental perceptions. If the task here is to extract the major common denominators of 
the researched populations’ perceptions (Faber & Stafford, 2005), the results here 
generated examples to reflect the implications of measuring attribute importance. 
This is because this study elucidated that individual attributes may be of greater or 
lesser importance to different researched population subgroups. In particular, the 
need for understanding such segmentation was intensified by this study’s 
investigation of two heterogeneous populations.
(4) Expanding the scope o f destination image research -  This study is titled as 
an investigation into the perceptions of international tourists and local residents. It 
unreservedly departed from the dogma of destination image research being 
tourist-centric studies. As such, the origin of this research area was scrutinised and
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questioned for its inadequacy to address the host-guest discourse of tourism research. 
This study echoed with previous scholarship on investigating host-guest perceptions 
and demonstrated the congruence and dissonance among the two populations.
Furthermore, the review of literature also indieated that a majority of destination 
image literature only goes as far as stating the researched populations’ perceptions. 
The implications of their perception patterns are seldomly explored. This study 
furthered the investigation by exploring a number of action questions. The results 
provided a means to justify the importance of inculcating favourable destination 
image to the public (Prayag & Ryan, 2012). Therefore, this study tangibly revealed 
why destination image matters.
(5) This is London. This is not London — Whilst this study affirmed London as 
possessing favourable destination images, it also pointed out the weakest link of 
London as a destination. In fact, some of the weaker elements of London have been 
widely promoted as the city’s competitive edges to global audiences ("London: Why 
Tourists Visit London," 2011). The results of this scientific inquiry exemplified the 
claims among practitioners on the image of a destination, which conceivably rely 
more often than not on inference or intuition. Thus, this study demonstrated a case to 
be cognizant of the targeted populations’ perceptions of reality. It highlighted the
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components and the themes of the destination image of London, as well as to signify 
the city’s primary competitors. Such information can provide valuable intelligence 
to policy makers and marketers for improving the management and marketing of 
London as a leisure destination.
8.4 Limitations and Reflections
Any form of research is unavoidably vulnerable to a number of constraints. 
Whilst those experienced in this study have already been explained and justified in 
previous chapters, this section provides an overall reflection of the process of the 
inquiry. The limitations learnt here shed light on prospects for future studies.
8.4.1 Limitations
(1) Tourist samples -  The tourist fieldwork of this study was conducted at the 
Britain and London Visitor Centre. The choice of location was based on its neutral 
status, physical facilities and endorsement from Visit Britain. However, this strategy 
represented access to mainly free independent tourists. Tourists of all-inclusive 
group packages that are prevalent in some source markets, were therefore, less likely 
to be surveyed in this study.
Various methodological constraints also put restrictions on researching tourists
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from international backgrounds. The survey at the outset was condueted in English 
only. The demographic profile of tourist respondents indicated a higher 
representation of tourists from English speaking countries than shown in the 
International Passenger Survey ("Key Overseas Visitor Statistics Fact Sheet 2011," 
2012). In addition, the survey was not performed in a full calendar year, so 
seasonality had an influence on the mix of tourist arrivals and their activities in the 
destination (S. Jang, Cai, Morrison, & O'Leary, 2005; Ryan & Aieken, 2010; Tasci, 
2003^
Moreover, this study is restricted to international tourists who visited London 
mainly for leisure purposes and stayed in the city for at least 24 hours. Sueh defined 
delimitation is of necessity due to the influence of respondents’ characteristics to 
their destination image (Bonn et al., 2005; Covers & Go, 2003). However, leisure 
tourists only account for 50 per cent of London’s international arrivals ("Key 
Overseas Visitor Statistics Fact Sheet 2011," 2012). On the national level, revenue 
from domestie tourism in 2012 is estimated to be £23.8 billion, as compared £18.7 
billion spending by inbound tourists ("UK Tourism Statistics 2013," 2013). 
Therefore, the findings of this study do not represent a full picture of London^s 
visitor economy.
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(2) Resident samples -  The UK Electoral Roll of the boroughs in central 
London were used as the sampling frame for local residents. This strategy made it 
possible to select a random sample stratified by geographical zoning, and to 
personalise each of the survey posts in order to improve response rate. However, the 
use of the UK Electoral Roll represented exclusion of the individuals who did not 
register as voters. In particular, previous records in the UK and abroad also indieated 
that younger adults are less likely to be enrolled as voters (Fink, Paine, Gander, 
Harris, & Purdie, 2011; The Electoral Commission, 2011). Therefore, it remains to 
be a challenge for exploring public opinions with limited resources.
(3) Sample size o f the survey -  In point of fact, this study is about the 
comparisons between international tourists and local residents. It acquired adequate 
number of respondents in both researched populations for fulfilling all the required 
analyses. However, the sample size was not sufficient to exercise additional analyses 
into stratified subgroups. It, thus, limited the potential of this study to further 
generate even richer comparisons within and between the two populations.
(4) Research methodology and methods -  Destination image research is a 
study of mental perceptions. Its charaeteristic as a study on subjectivity is frequently 
emphasized here. As a result, this study began with a qualitative investigation in
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order to extract the subjective nature of the respondents’ perceptions which were not 
clearly defined. The results were united with a quantitative survey with the purpose 
of understanding the perceptual patterns of both populations. Such a strategy 
fulfilled the philosophical and methodological underpinnings of destination image 
research. However, the decision to pursue a mixed-method research approach meant 
that the opportunity to explore further into the congruence and dissonance of 
destination images between the two populations is ruled out. The time constraint did 
not allow that.
In addition, the decision to conduct a quantitative survey with Likert-type and 
bi-polar scales conventionally fit with a vast majority of published literature 
(Dolnicar & Griin, 2012). Yet, previous scholars also ventured into alternative 
methods to capture destination image (Hunter, 2011; Pike, 2002). Their aims were to 
understand people’s mental perceptions being a complex and subjective topic from 
different angles. It is acknowledged that different schools of thought on 
deconstructing, measuring and interpretating destination image will remain to be 
contending.
(5) Destination -  As discussed in Chapter 5.3.1, London was ehosen as the 
base of this study for its scale of tourism aetivities, destination maturity and
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accessibility by the researcher. However, for a destination that is as successful and as 
mature as London, it is more likely to have a relatively static, famous and favourable 
image. In particular, London is one of the world’s most iconic cosmopolitan areas 
(M. Elliott, 2008), the city’s image is well-established and well-communicated on 
the global stage. Thus, the decision to choose London as the research base meant 
that the perceptual gap between international tourists and local residents was likely 
to be moderate. The results of this study proved such inference. In fact, their fine 
dissonance as identified in this study is loeated in the details.
8.4.2 Directions for Future Research
(1) Inter-destination studies -  This study identified Paris and New York as the 
primary competitors to London as a leisure destination. In this regard, an attempt 
could be made to establish inter-destination comparisons of the perceptual gaps 
between each destination’s tourist and resident populations. The inquiry could 
provide interesting intelligence to policy makers and marketers.
(2) Studies o f other destinations -  Plog’s (1974, 2001) model on destination 
life cycle has generated intensive academic debates on the stages of a destination’s 
transformation (McKercher, 2005). Whilst this study investigated a mature and large 
scale destination, it is suggested that future studies explore emerging or lesser
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known destinations. In addition, studies of destinations that are undergoing rapid 
transition could also generate new insights to conceptualise the perceptual gaps 
between international tourists and local residents.
(3) Studies o f domestic tourism — There is a large body of academic literature 
focusing on the investigation of cross-border tourism activities. On the contrary, 
academics are less passionate on the topics of domestic tourism (Quintal, Phau, & 
Polczynski, 2014). This is ironic to point out that domestic tourism in many 
countries, including the UK, is larger than international tourism by estimated 
revenue and visitation numbers ("UK Tourism Statistics 2013," 2013). Previous 
research suggested that even domestic tourists from different physical distances also 
generate varying perceptions of a destination (Bonn et al., 2005). Therefore, it is a 
legitimate inquiry to explore the destination images between domestic tourists and 
local residents.
(4) Intra-population studies -  The physical and cultural distance of the tourist 
source markets divide the characteristies of the tourists (McKercher, 2005). At the 
same time, residents with different extent of benefits obtained from the visitor 
economy, notably in relation to tourism employment, also have varying attitudes 
towards tourism (Gretzel et al., 2006; Sheehan & Ritchie, 2005). It is therefore
2 6 3
concluded that each of the populations consists of a heterogeneous mix of 
individuals. Where the sample size is suffieient, future studies could probe into 
narrowing the knowledge gap on internal dissonance within the tourist or resident 
population.
(5) Inter-population studies -  One of the key findings as indentified in this 
study is the acculturation of destination image. In other words, repeat international 
tourists were found to share closer destination images with the local residents of 
London. However, the results of this study can only be generalised to the case of 
London. More studies need to be produced in order to confirm the phenomenon.
(6) Studies o f what this study excluded -  This study is not a pursuit of 
understanding why do perceptual gaps exist between tourists and residents. Instead, 
it called for attention to address the existence of such perceptual gaps. It has been 
two decades since Gartner’s (1993) attempt at conceptualising the formation of 
tourists’ destination image. However, there is inadequate aeademic investigation to 
understand the way residents perceive their home region as a destination. The 
conceptualisation of residents’ perceptions and their formation are yet to be widely 
discussed in academia. This also leads to future inquiry of why tourists and residents 
differ on some aspects of their perceptions of the same physical spaces as a
2 6 4
destination.
8.5 The Epilogue
The research field of destination image has gone far from its early days in the 
1970’s. Whilst a prolific amount of scholarly work has attempted to comprehend our 
knowledge of it, destination image remains an elusive area of research. This study 
provided a much needed review of the way destination image is perceived. At the 
same time, it questioned the convention-laden dogma as a tourist study to refleet the 
host-guest discourse in tourism research. The essences of this study are summarised 
as follows:
8.5.1 The Image of a Destination
The research of destination image is elusive because both destination and image 
are vague by nature. If image study is a study of people’s perceptions of the reality, 
the destination is the proxy of the reality in the context of tourism researeh. However, 
perceptions are subjective. People’s varying experienee and knowledge to the proxy 
creates different individual versions of the perceived reality (Figure 8.1).
This leads to the challenge as posed by this study to the conventional concept of 
how destination image is deconstructed. This study stresses that only the elements
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which constitute the perceptions of the destination to the minds of the researched 
populations should be measured. The concept prevalent in previous literature which 
equalizes destination and destination image is fundamentally faulty in overlooking 
the subjectivity of perceptions.
Figure 8.1 The Conceptualisation of the 
Perceptions of Destination Image and the 
Destination
r
T h e  a c tu a l  d e s t in a t io n
P e rc e p tio n  A
8.5.2 The Destination Images of Tourists and Residents
Destination image exists when a person gazes upon a named place and
associates their mental perceptions of it as a destination. The associations of a
named place as a destination are no privilege of the tourists. In point of fact,
residents have their own views and voices on their home region. They are conscious
about their home region functioning as a destination.
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The conventional tourist-centric view in destination image literature silenees the 
undeniable existence of residents in a destination. It is where people with residency 
and patronage respectively contest for the use and meanings of the spaces. Such 
contest concludes the significance of understanding the perceptions of both 
populations as advocated in this study.
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APPENDICES
Appendix 1 Summary of Q-sort Results
Tourists Residents Criteri
a
London is an affordable place to visit
London has pleasant weather
London is a year-round destination
London is a gay friendly destination
London has a unique skyline
London has a diverse art and cultural scene
London has fascinating museums and galleries
London has profound associations with the Royal family
London has interesting history
London is an ideal location for meetings and exhibitions
London is a pedestrian friendly destination
London has plenty o f open spaces
London has a large variety o f shops and department stores
London has interesting open markets
London has historical landmarks
London is easy to get around
London is the symbol o f England
London is a trendsetter
London is value for money to visit
London has recognisable film and TV locations
London provides a wide range of accommodation choices
London has busy nightlife
London people are friendly
London is an accessible destination for disabled tourists
London has modem landmarks
London has high standards o f tourism services
London provides a sophisticated selection o f restaurants
London has great pubs and bars
London is easy to get to from overseas
London is great for kids and family to visit
London is a safe place to visit
London has world-class theatres and musicals
London is home to famous sport tournaments
London has an efficient public transport system
London is a cyclist friendly destination
London has beautiful rivers and waterways
London is clean
London is a multi-cultural city
London has great food
London attraction tickets are reasonably priced
London has plenty o f free museums and activities
London accommodations are reasonably priced
London has professional tour guides
London has interesting sightseeing tours
London is associated with famous great persons in history
London has special events all year round
London is a hub to travel to the rest o f southern England
London is a hub to travel to the LIK
London is a hub to travel to the continental Europe
London provides convenient telecommunication services
London is worth visiting again
London is attractive to first-time visitors
London is attractive to repeat visitors
London is easy to travel for non-English speaking tourists
London provides shopping experience in all price ranges
London has high quality o f accommodation services_____
Associated + Highly associated < 90% 
Associated + Highly associated < 90% 
Associated + Highly associated < 90% 
Highly associated < 70% 
Highly associated < 70% 
Highly associated < 70% 
Highly associated <  70% 
Associated + Highly associated < 90% 
Associated + Highly associated < 90% 
Highly associated < 70% 
Highly associated < 70% 
Associated + Highly associated < 90% 
Highly associated <  70% 
Associated 4 - Highly associated <  90%
Highly associated <  70%
Associated + Highly associated <  90% 
Associated + Highly associated < 90% 
Highly associated <  70%
Associated + Highly associated < 90% 
Associated + Highly associated < 90%
Highly associated < 70% 
Associated + Highly associated < 90%
Highly associated < 70% 
Associated + Highly associated < 90%
Highly associated < 70%
Associated + Highly associated < 90% 
Associated + Highly associated <  90% 
Highly associated < 70% 
Highly associated < 70% 
Highly associated < 70% 
Highly associated <  70% 
Highly associated < 70% 
Associated + Highly associated < 90% 
Highly associated < 70% 
Highly associated < 70% 
Highly associated < 70%
Associated + Highly associated < 90%
Associated + Highly associated <  90% 
Associated + Highly associated <  90% 
Highly associated < 70% 
Highly associated <  70% 
Associated + Highly associated <  90%
Highly associated < 70% 
Associated + Highly associated <  90% 
Highly associated < 70%- 
Associated 4 - Highly associated < 90% 
Highly associated < 70%
Associated 4 - Highly associated < 90%
Associated 4- Highly associated < 90%
Associated 4 - Highly associated < 90% 
Highly associated <  70% 
Associated 4 - Highly associated < 90%
Highly associated < 70% 
Associated 4 - Highly associated < 90% 
Highly associated < 70%
Associated 4- Highly associated < 90% 
Highly associated <  70%
Associated 4 - Highly associated <  90% 
Associated 4- Highly associated < 90% 
Associated 4- Highly associated < 90% 
Associated 4- Highly associated < 90% 
Highly associated < 70% 
Associated 4 - Highly associated < 90%
Associated 4 - Highly associated < 90% 
Highly associated < 70%
Passed
Passed
Passed
Passed
Passed
Passed
Passed
Passed
Passed
Passed
Passed
Passed
Passed
Passed
Passed
Passed
Passed
Passed
Passed
Passed
Passed
3 0 0
Appendix 2 Tourist Questionnaire
UNIVERSITY O F
SURREY
School of Hospitality and 
Tourism Management
36MS02,
School o f M anagem ent Building. 
Guildford. Surrey  GU2 7XH UK
Sammy C.H.U  
BEcwi&Fln. M Sc. HTM,
Ph.D. R esea rch e r
s.li@ surrey.ac.uk
w w w .surey .ae.uk
D e a r  S i r / M a d a m ,
W e  c o r d i a l l y  i n v i t e  y o u  t o  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  a  t o u r i s m  r e s e a r c h  s t u d y  c o n d u c t e d  b y  t h e  S c h o o l  o f  H o s p i t a l i t y  a n d  
T o u r i s m  M a n a g e m e n t  a t  T h e  U n i v e r s i t y  o f  S u r r e y .  T h e  r e s e a r c h  i s  t o  i n v e s t i g a t e  t h e  w a y s  t h a t  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  t o u r i s t s  
a n d  L o n d o n  r e s i d e n t s  s e e  L o n d o n  a s  a  t o u r i s t  d e s t i n a t i o n .  Y o u r  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  w i l l  h e l p  d e v e l o p  s t r a t e g i e s  f o r  
e n h a n c i n g  L o n d o n ' s  p o s i t i o n  a s  a  t o p  t o u r i s t  d e s t i n a t i o n .
T h e  q u e s t i o n n a i r e  w i l l  t a k e  a p p r o x i m a t e l y  1 0  m i n u t e s  t o  c o m p l e t e .  A l l  t h e  i n f o r m a t i o n  p r o v i d e d  w i l l  b e  
c o m p l e t e l y  c o n f i d e n t i a l  a n d  w i l l  b e  c o d e d  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  a n d  a n a l y s e d  f o r  a c a d e m i c  p u r p o s e s  o n l y .  U p o n  c o m p l e t i o n  o f  
t h e  q u e s t i o n n a i r e ,  p l e a s e  r e t u r n  I t  t o  t h e  r e s e a r c h e r .  I f  y o u  h a v e  a n y  q u e s t i o n s  c o n c e r n i n g  t h e  r e s e a r c h  o r  
q u e s t i o n n a i r e ,  p l e a s e  f e e l  f r e e  t o  d i s c u s s  w i t h  t h e  r e s e a r c h e r  o r  t o  w r i t e  t o  u s  b y  e m a i l .
Y o u r s  s i n c e r e l y ,
S a m m y  C . H .  L i
P h  D .  R e s e a r c h e r  i n  T o u r i s m
#
3 0 1
P A R T  O N E :  G e n e r a l  q u e s t i o n s
1 .  A r e  y o u  v i s i t i n g  t h e  U K  f r o m  o v e r s e a s  a n d  s t a y i n g  i n  L o n d o n  f o r  m o r e  t h a n  2 4  h o u r s ?
□  Y e s  ( p l e a s e  g o  t o  q u e s t i o n  2 )
□ N o  ( e n d  o f  t h e  q u e s t i o n n a i r e ,  t h a n k  y o u )
2 .  I s  y o u r  c u r r e n t  t r i p  t o  L o n d o n  m a i n l y  f o r  l e i s u r e  p u r p o s e s  ( i . e .  n o t  m a i n l y  f o r  b u s i n e s s ,  v i s i t i n g  f a m i l y  &  f r i e n d s ,  
e t c . )
□  Y e s  ( p l e a s e  g o  t o  q u e s t i o n  3 )
□  N o  ( e n d  o f  t h e  q u e s t i o n n a i r e ,  t h a n k  y o u )
3 .  H o w  m a n y  t i m e s  h a v e  y o u  b e e n  t o  L o n d o n  ( i n c l u d i n g  t h i s  t r i p ) ?
_ t i m e ( s )
P A R T  T W O :  D e s t i n a t i o n  i m a g e  o f  L o n d o n
4 .  W h a t  a r e  t h e  t o p  3  I m p r e s s i o n s  t h a t  c o m e  t o  m i n d  w h e n  y o u  t h i n k  o f  L o n d o n  a s  a  t o u r i s t  d e s t i n a t i o n ?
a) -------------------------------------------------------------
b) ________________________________________
c) ________________________________________
5 .  H o w  f a r  d o  y o u  A G R E E  w i t h  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  s t a t e m e n t s  t h a t  d e s c r i b e  L o n d o n  a s  a  t o u r i s t  d e s t i n a t i o n ?  P l e a s e
c i r c l e  t h e  c a t e g o r y  t h a t  B E S T  d e s c r i t ^ e s  y o u r  l e v e l  o f  A G R E E M E N T .
S^SHghyydisagg^, 4= Neufiaj, 5=S[ightly agree, 6=/^reej 7= g r o ^  .........
L o n d o n  h a s  a  d i v e r s e  a r t  a n d  c u l t u r a l  s c e n e  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  0
L o n d o n  h a s  f a s c i n a t i n g  m u s e u m s  a n d  g a l l e r i e s  1 2 3 4 5 6 7  0
L o n d o n  h a s  p r o f o u n d  a s s o c i a t i o n s  w i t h  t h e  R o y a l  f a m i l y  1 2 3 4 5 6 7  0
L o n d o n  h a s  i n t e r e s t i n g  h i s t o r y  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  0
L o n d o n  i s  a n  i d e a l  l o c a t i o n  f o r  m e e t i n g s  a n d  e x h i b i t i o n s  - 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  0
L o n d o n  i s  a  h u b  t o  t r a v e l  t o  c o n t i n e n t a l  E u r o p e  1 2 3 4 5 6 7  0
L o n d o n  h a s  i n t e r e s t i n g  o p e n  m a r k e t s  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  0
L o n d o n  h a s  h i s t o r i c a l  l a n d m a r k s  1 2 3 4 5 6 7  0
L o n d o n  i s  e a s y  t o  g e t  a r o u n d  1 2 3 4 5 6 7  0
L o n d o n  h a s  g r e a t  p u t e  a n d  b a r s  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  0
L o n d o n  h a s  w o r l d - c l a s s  t h e a t r e s  a n d  m u s i c a l s  1 2 3 4 5 6 7  0
L o n d o n  i s  a t t r a c t i v e  t o  f i r s t - t i m e  v i s i t o r s  1 2 3 4 5 6 7  0
L o n d o n  i s  a  m u k i - c u l t u r a l  c r t y  *1 2  3  4  5  6  7  0
L o n d o n  i s  a  h u b  t o  t r a v e l  t o  t h e  U K  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  0
L o n d o n  i s  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  f a m o u s  g r e a t  p e r s o n s  i n  h i s t o r y  1 2 3 4 5 6 7  0
L o n d o n  h a s  s p e c i a î  e v e n t s  a i l  y e a r  r o u n d  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  0
L o n d o n  i s  a  h u b  t o  t r a v e l  t o  t h e  r e s t  o f  s o u t h e r n  E n g l a n d  1 2 3 4 5 6 7  0
L o n d o n  h a s  i n t e r e s t i n g  s i g h t s e e i n g  t o u r s  1 2 3 4 5 6 7  0
L o n d o n  h a s  a  l a r g e  v a r i e t y  o f  s h o p s  a n d  d e p a r t m e n t  s t o r e s  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  0
L o n d o n  i s  w o r t h  v i s i t i n g  a g a i n  1 2 3 4 5 6 7  0
L o n d o n  i s  h o m e  t o  f a m o u s  s p o r t  t o u r n a m e n t s  1 2 3 4 5 6 7  0
- 1 -
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e. In  c o n s i d e r i n g  L o n d o n  a s  a  t o u r i s t  d e s t i n a t i o n ,  h o w  I M P O R T A N T  a r e  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  q u a l i t i e s ?  P l e a s e  c i r c l e  t h e
c a t e g o r y  t h a t  B E S T  d e s c r i b e s  t h e  l e v e l  o f  I M P O R T A N C E
Unjfngoitant. 3= sjl5 h^tiy_unim;»rtaj}  ^4= Neu^],_5^^
Â  d i v e r s e  a r t  a n d  c u l t u r a l  s c e n e  *1 2 3  4 5  6  7  0
F a s c i n a t i n g  m u s e u m s  a n d  g a l l e r i e s  1 2 3 4 5 6 7  0
P r o f o u n d  a s s o c i a t i o n s  w i t h  t h e  R o y a l  f a m i l y  1 2 3 4 5 6 7  0
i n t e r e s t i n g  h i s t o r y  ' l  2  3  4  5  6  7  0
A n  i d e a l  l o c a t i o n  f o r  m e e t i n g s  a n d  e x h i b i t i o n s  1 2 3 4 5 6 7  0
A  h u b  t o  t r a v e l  t o  c o n t i n e n t a l  E u r o p e  1 2 3 4 5 6 7  0
i n t e r e s t i n g  o p e n  m a r k e t s  Ï  2  3  4  5  6  7  0
H i s t o r i c a l  l a n d m a r k s  1 2 3 4 5 6 7  0
E a s y  t o  g e t  a r o u n d  1 2 3 4 5 6 7  0
G r e a t  p u b s  a n d  b a r s  *1 2  3  4  5  6  7  0
W o r l d - c l a s s  t h e a t r e s  a n d  m u s i c a l s  1  2 3  4 5 6 7  0
A t t r a c t i v e  t o  f i r s t - t i m e  v i s i t o r s  1 2 3 4 5 6 7  0
A  m u l t i - c u l t u r a l  c i t y  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  0
A  h u b  t o  t r a v e l  t o  t h e  U K  1 2 3 4 5 6 7  0
A s s o c i a t i o n s  w i t h  f a m o u s  g r e a t  p e r s o n s  i n  h i s t o r y  1 2 3 4 5 6 7  0
S p e c i a i  e v e n t s  a l l  y e a r  r o u r a i  *1 2  3  4  5  6  7  0
A  h u b  t o  t r a v e l  t o  t h e  r e s t  o f  s o u t h e r n  E n g l a n d  1 2 3 4 5 6 7  0
I n t e r e s t i n g  s i g h t s e e i n g  t o u r s  1 2 3 4 5 6 7  0
A  l a r g e  v a r i e t y  o f  s h o p s  a n d  d e p a r t m e n t  s t o r e s  1 2 3 4 5 6 7  0
W o r t h  v i s i t i n g  a g a i n  1 2 3 4 5 6 7  0
H o m e  t o  f a m o u s  s p o r t  t o u r n a m e n t s  1 2 3 4 5 6 7  0
7. H o w  w o u l d  y o u  d e s c r i b e  t h e  m o o d  t h a t  a  l e i s u r e  t o u r i s t  w o u l d  s e n s e  w h i l e  v i s i t i n g  L o n d o n ?
a) _______________________________________________
b )  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
c) ________________________________________
8 .  B e l o w  a r e  s o m e  w o r d s  t h a t  m a y  d e s c r i l o e  t h e  “ m o o d "  o f  L o n d o n  a s  a  t o u r i s t  d e s t i n a t i o n .  P l e a s e  I n d i c a t e  t h e  
e x t e n t  t o  w h i c h  t h e y  B E S T  d e s c r i l D e  y o u r  p e r c e p t i o n .
Ot sleep y ,?= SIeep_y,_3= Slightly sjeep y  4=_Neutral^ 5=_SJightly arousing^ 6=,A^rous]ng,_7= Veryarousmg, OyN/A.........
S l e e p y  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  A r o u s i n g  0
l ~ y ® i y . y P i ÿ . ^ ® ? r J i . ^ . y F J 3 L ® ? § ® J î L ? r . ? j ! 3 W Y . y P J ^ ? . ? § ? J 1 ^ . . 4 T . N e y b ? j i 5 = S l i g h t i y j 5 l e ^ a n ^ 6 = _ P j e a ^ ^ ^ ^
U n p l e a s a n t  Î  2  3  4  5  6  7  P l e a s a n t  0
G l o o m y  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  E x c i t i n g  0
D i s t r e s s i n g  i  2 3 4 5 _ 6  ^ 7 R e l a x i n g  0
9 .  P l e a s e  s h a r e  y o u r  o p i n i o n  a b o u t  t h e  o v e r a l l  i m a g e  o f  L o n d o n  a s  a  l e i s u r e  d e s t i n a t i o n  f r o m  s t r o n g l y  n e g a t i v e  t o  
s t r o n g l y  p o s i t i v e  b y  c i r c l i n g  t h e  c a t e g o r y  t h a t  B E S T  d e s c r i b e s  y o u r  l e v e l  o f  A G R E E M E N T .
T h e  o v e r a l l  i m a g e  o f  L o n d o n  a s  a  l e i s u r e  d e s t i n a t i o n  i s . . .  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  0
3 0 3
PART THREE: Travel experience and demographic questions
10. P l e a s e  c i r c l e  t h e  c a t e g o r y  t h a t  B E S T  d e s c r i b e s  y o u r  l e v e l  o f  AGREEMENT w i t h  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  s t a t e m e n t s .
] w i l l  r e c o m m e n d  L o n d o n  a s  a  pface t o  v i s i t  " l  2  3  4  5  6  7  0
I w i l l  v i s i t  L o n d o n  a g a i n  1 2 3 4 5 6 7  0
1 1 .  H o w  m a n y  t r i p s  o u t s i d e  o f  y o u r  c o u n t r y  o f  r e s i d e n c e  y o u  h a v e  m a d e  o v e r  t h e  p a s t  5  y e a r s  ( b e f o r e  t h i s  t r i p  t o  
L o n d o n ) ?
□  O t r i p  O l - 5 t r i p ( s )  O  6 - 1 0 t r i p s
□  1 1  - 1 5  t r i p s  □  1 6  -  2 0  t r i p s  □  M o r e  t h a n  2 0  t r i p s
1 2 .  P l e a s e  i d e n t i f y  a  d e s t i n a t i o n  t h a t  y o u  f e e l  p r o v i d e s  t h e  m o s t  s i m i l a r  t o u r i s t  e x p e r i e n c e  t o  L o n d o n ?
1 3 .  W h a t  i s  y o u r  n a t i o n a l i t y ?
1 4 .  W h a t  i s  y o u r  g e n d e r ?
□  M a l e  □  F e m a l e
1 5 .  W h a t  i s  y o u r  a g e  g r o u p ?
□  20 y e a r s  o l d  o r  b e l o w  □ 2 1 -3 0  y e a r s  o l d  □ 3 1 -4 0  y e a r s  o l d
□ 4 1 -5 0  y e a r s  o l d  □  51 -  60 y e a r s  o l d  □  61 y e a r s  o l d  o r  a b o v e
1 6 .  W h a t  i s  y o u r  h i g h e s t  a t t e n d e d  e d u c a t i o n  l e v e l ?
□  P r i m a r y  s c h o o l  o r  t o e  l o w  □  S e c o n d a r y  s c h o o l
□  C o l l e g e  ( n o n  d e g r e e ) ,  d i p l o m a ,  a s s o c i a t e  d e g r e e  □  B a c h e l o r  d e g r e e
□  P o s t g r a d u a t e  d i p l o m a  /  d e g r e e  o r  a t x j v e
1 7 .  W h a t  i s  t h e  a m o u n t  o f  y o u r  m o n t h l y  n e t  i n c o m e  ( a f t e r  t a x ) ?
□ £ 1 , 0 0 0 o r  b e l o w □ £ 1 , 0 0 1 - - £ 2 , 0 0 0
□ £ 2 , 0 0 1 - £ 3 , 0 0 0 O £ 3 , 0 0 1  -- £ 4 , 0 0 0
□ £ 4 , 0 0 1 - £ 5 , 0 0 0 □ £ 5 , 0 0 1  ■- £ 6 , 0 0 0
□ £ 6 , 0 0 1 - £ 7 , 0 0 0 □ £ 7 , 0 0 1  <D r  a b o v e
~ End ~ 
Thank you for your time
Please return the questionnaire to the researcher. 
We have prepared a small souvenir for you as a token of appreciation for full completion 
of the questionnaire.
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Appendix 3 Resident Questionnaire
Name 
Address 1 
Address 2 
Address 3 
Address 4
UNIVERSITY O F
SURREY
School of Hospitality and 
Tourism Management
36MSCK,
Schocd of M anagem ent Buildng. 
Guildford, Surrey  GU2 7XH UK
S am m y  C .H .U  
BEcon&Fin, M Se. HTM, 
Ph.D. R esea rch e r
s.S@surtey.BC.uk
w w w .su rey .ac.uk
D a y  a n d  D a t e
D e a r  N a m e ,
W e  c o r d i a l l y  i n v i t e  y o u  t o  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  a  t o u r i s m  r e s e a r c h  s t u d y  c o n d u c t e d  b y  t h e  S c h o o l  o f  H o s p i t a l i t y  a n d  
T o u r i s m  M a n a g e m e n t  a t  T h e  U n i v e r s i t y  o f  S u r r e y .  T h e  r e s e a r c h  i s  t o  i n v e s t i g a t e  t h e  w a y s  t h a t  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  t o u r i s t s  
a n d  L o n d o n  r e s i d e n t s  s e e  L o n d o n  a s  a  t o u r i s t  d e s t i n a t i o n .  Your participation will help develop strat^ies for 
enhancing London’s position as a top tourist destination.
T h e  q u e s t i o n n a i r e  w i l l  t a k e  a p p r o x i m a t e l y  1 0  m i n u t e s  t o  c o m p l e t e .  A l l  t h e  i n f o r m a t i o n  p r o v i d e d  w i l l  b e  
c o m p l e t e l y  c o n f i d e n t i a l  a n d  w i l l  b e  c o d e d  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  a n d  a n a l y s e d  f o r  a c a d e m i c  p u r p o s e s  o n l y .  A  p r e p a i d  e n v e l o p e  
i s  a l s o  a t t a c h e d  f o r  r e t u r n i n g  t h e  q u e s t i o n n a i r e .  I f  y o u  h a v e  a n y  q u e s t i o n s  c o n c e r n i n g  t h e  r e s e a r c h  o r  q u e s t i o n n a i r e ,  
p l e a s e  f e e l  f r e e  t o  w r i t e  t o  u s  b y  e m a i l .
Y o u r s  s i n c e r e l y .
S a m m y  C . H .  L i
P h  D .  R e s e a r c h e r  i n  T o u r i s m
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PART ONE: General questions
1 .  H a v e  y o u  b e e n  l i v i n g  i n  c e n t r a l  L o n d o n  a r e a  f o r  m o r e  t h a n  3  y e a r s ?  
□  Y e s  ( p l e a s e  g o  t o  q u e s t i o n  2 )
□ N o  ( e n d  o f  t h e  q u e s t i o n n a i r e ,  t h a n k  y o u )
PART TWO: Destination image of London
2 .  W h a t  a r e  t h e  t o p  3  i m p r e s s i o n s  t h a t  c o m e  t o  m i n d  w h e n  y o u  t h i n k  o f  L o n d o n  a s  a  t o u r i s t  d e s t i n a t i o n ?
a) ___________________________
b) ___________________________
c)
H o w  f a r  d o  y o u  AGRŒ w i t h  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  s t a t e m e n t s  t h a t  d e s c r i b e  L o n d o n  a s  a  t o u r i s t  d e s t i n a t i o n ?  P l e a s e  
c i r c l e  t h e  c a t e g o r y  t h a t  B E S T  d e s c r i b e s  y o u r  l e v e l  o f  AGREEMENT.
dGagre^,_4= NeutTal,_5= 
L o n d o n  h a s  a  d i v e r s e  a r t  a n d  c u l t u r a l  s c e n e  
L o n d o n  h a s  f a s c i n a t i n g  m u s e u m s  a n d  g a l l e r i e s  
L o n d o n  h a s  p r o f o u n d  a s s o c i a t i o n s  w i t h  t h e  R o y a l  f a m i l y
......
Ï  2 3*"4*’ s"  e ”  7 ..........o'
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 0
1 2 3 4 5 6 7  0
L o n d o n  h a s  i n t e r e s t i n g  h i s t o r y
L o n d o n  i s  a n  i d e a l  l o c a t i o n  f o r  m e e t i n g s  a n d  e x h i b i t i o n s  
L o n d o n  i s  a  h u b  t o  t r a v e l  t o  c o n t i n e n t a l  E u r o p e
1 2 3
1 2 3
1 2 3
4 5 
4 5 
4 5
6 7
6 7 
6 7
L o n d o n  h a s  i n t e r e s t i n g  o p e n  m a r k e t s  
L o n d o n  h a s  h i s t o r i c a l  l a n d m a r k s  
L o n d o n  I s  e a s y  t o  g e t  a r o u n d
1 2 3
1 2 3
1 2 3
6 7 
6 7 
6 7
L o n d o n  h a s  g r e a t  p u b s  a n d  b a r s
L o n d o n  h a s  w o r l d - c l a s s  t h e a t r e s  a n d  m u s i c a l s
L o n d o n  i s  a t t r a c t i v e  t o  f i r s t - t i m e  v i s i t o r s
1 2 3
1 2 3
1 2 3
4 5 
4 5 
4 5
6 7 
6 7 
6 7
L o n d o n  i s  a  m u l t i - c u l t u r a l  c i t y
L o n d o n  i s  a  h u b  t o  t r a v e l  t o  t h e  U K
L o n d o n  i s  a s s o c i a t e d  v / i t h  f a m o u s  g r e a t  p e r s o n s  i n  h i s t o r y
1 2 3
1 2 3
1 2 3
4 5 
4 5 
4 5
6 7 
6 7
6 7
L o n d o n  h a s  s p e c i a l  e v e n t s  a l l  y e a r  r o u n d
L o n d o n  i s  a  h u b  t o  t r a v e l  t o  t h e  r e s t  o f  s o u t h e r n  E n g l a n d
L o n d o n  h a s  i n t e r e s t i n g  s i g h t s e e i n g  t o u r s
1 2 3
1  2  3
1 2 3
4 S
4 5 
4 5
6 7
6 7 
6 7
L o n d o n  h a s  a  l a r g e  v a r i e t y  o f  s h o p s  a n d  d e p a r t m e n t  s t o r e s
L o n d o n  i s  v / o r t h  v i s i t i n g  a g a i n
L o n d o n  i s  h o m e  t o  f a m o u s  s p o r t  t o u r n a m e n t s
1 2 3
1 2 3
1 2 3
4 5 
4 5 
4 5
6 7 
6 7
6 7
-1
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4 .  In  c o n s i d e r i n g  L o n d o n  a s  a  t o u r i s t  d e s t i n a t i o n ,  h o w  I M P O R T A N T  a r e  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  q u a l i t i e s ?  P l e a s e  c i r c l e  t h e
c a t e g o r y  t h a t  B E S T  d e s c r i b e s  t h e  l e v e l  o f  I M P O R T A N C E
A  d i v e r s e  a r t  a n d  c u l t u r a l  s c e n e 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 0
F a s c i n a t i n g  m u s e u m s  a n d  g a l l e r i e s 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 0
P r o f o u n d  a s s o c i a t i o n s  w i t h  t h e  R o y a l  f a m i l y 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 0
I n t e r e s t i n g  h i s t o r y 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 0
A n  i d e a l  l o c a t i o n  f o r  m e e t i n g s  a n d  e x h i b i t i o n s 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 0
A  h u b  t o  t r a v e l  t o  c o n t i n e n t a l  E u r o p e 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 0
i n t e r e s t i n g  o p e n  m a r k e t s 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 0
H i s t o r i c a l  l a n d m a r k s 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 0
E a s y  t o  g e t  a r o u n d 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 0
G r e a t  p u b s  a n d  b a r s 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 0
W o r l d - c l a s s  t h e a t r e s  a n d  m u s i c a l s 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 0
A t t r a c t i v e  t o  f i r s t - t i m e  v i s i t o r s 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 0
A  m u l t i - c u l t u r a l  c i t y 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 0
A  h u b  t o  t r a v e l  t o  t h e  U K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 0
A s s o c i a t i o n s  w i t h  f a m o u s  g r e a t  p e r s o n s  i n  h i s t o r y 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 0
S p e c i a l  e v e n t s  a l l  y e a r  r o u n d 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 0
A  h u b  t o  t r a v e l  t o  t h e  r e s t  o f  s o u t h e r n  E n g l a n d 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 0
I n t e r e s t i n g  s i g h t s e e i n g  t o u r s 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 0
A  l a r g e  v a r i e t y  o f  s h o p s  a n d  d e p a r t m e n t  s t o r e s 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 0
W o r t h  v i s i t i n g  a g a i n 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 0
H o m e  t o  f a m o u s  s p o r t  t o u r n a m e n t s 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 0
H o w  w o u l d  y o u  d e s c r i b e  t h e  m o o d  t h a t  a  l e i s u r e  t o u r i s t  w o u l d  s e n s e  w h i l e  v i s i t i n g  L o n d o n ?
a) ________________ _ ______________________________
b)
c)
6. B e l o w  a r e  s o m e  w o r d s  t h a t  m a y  d e s c r i b e  t h e  “ m o o d ” o f  L o n d o n  a s  a  t o u r i s t  d e s t i n a t i o n .  P l e a s e  i n d i c a t e  t h e  
e x t e n t  t o  w h i c h  t h e y  B E S T  d e s c r i b e  y o u r  p e r c e p t i o n .
1=_yeiy_ sleepy^ 2= Sleepy._3= SlighÜy sieepy, 4= NeutraJj^  5= Slightl^^ .........
S l e e p y  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  A r o u s i n g  0
4=NeuWL5=Sligh%j^ easan%6=_^ ^^
U n p l e a s a n t  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  P l e a s a n t  0
l%.y^%.8^R9!?y!.2= GbojT%_^8nghyy gjoomy,JI^ Neutral ,^_5= Slightly exdtjng, 6= 5
G l o o m y  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  B c c i t i n g  0
1= Verydi^re^ing^ 2=pistre^ing,J=SJig^h^di^^eæinpj_^_Nei^aJ,_^_ Slightly re[^in^,_ 6=.........................Very rel^ingi_ CkN/A............
D i s t r e s s i n g  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  R e l a x i n g  0
7. P l e a s e  s h a r e  y o u r  o p i n i o n  a b o u t  t h e  o v e r a l l  i m a g e  o f  L o n d o n  a s  a  l e i s u r e  d e s t i n a t i o n  f r o m  s t r o n g l y  n e g a t i v e  t o  
s t r o n g l y  p o s i t i v e  b y  c i r c l i n g  t h e  c a t e g o r y  t h a t  B E S T  d e s c r i b e s  y o u r  l e v e l  o f  A G R E E M E N T .
T h e  o v e r a l l  i m a g e  o f  L o n d o n  a s  a  l e i s u r e  d e s t i n a t i o n  i s . . .  i  2  3  4  5  6  7  0
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PART THREE: Travel experience and demographic questions
8, P l e a s e  c i r c l e  t h e  c a t e g o r y  t h a t  B E S T  d e s c r i b e s  y o u r  l e v e l  o f  AGREEMENT w i t h  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  s t a t e m e n t s .
]  w i l l  r e c o m m e n d  L o n d o n  a s  a  d e s t i n a t i o n  t o  v i s i t  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  0
I w i l l  s u p p o r t  d e v e l o p m e n t s  a n d  p o l i c i e s  f o r  L o n d o n ’s  t o u r i s m  1 2 3 4 5 6 7  0
I w i l i  w e l c o m e  s e e i n g  m o r e  t o u r i s t s  i n  L o n d o n  1 2 3 4 5 6 7  0
I w i l l  s u p f ^ r t  s p e n d i n g  p u b l i c  m o n e y  o n  p r o m o t i n g  L o n d o n ’s  t o u r i s m  1 2 3 4 5 6 7  0
9 ,  H o w  m a n y  t r i p s  o u t s i d e  o f  t h e  U K  y o u  h a v e  m a d e  o v e r  t h e  p a s t  5  y e a r s ?
O  0  t r i p  O  1  - 5 t r i p ( s )  0  6 - 1 0  t r i p s
□  1 1 - 1 5  t r i p s  0 1 6 - 2 0  t r i p s  □  M o r e  t h a n  2 0  t r i p s
1 0 ,  P l e a s e  i d e n t i f y  a  d e s t i n a t i o n  t h a t  y o u  f e e l  p r o v i d e s  t h e  m o s t  s i m i l a r  t o u r i s t  e x p e r i e n c e  t o  L o n d o n ?
1 1 .  H o w  l o n g  h a v e  y o u  i i v e d  i n  L o n d o n ?  
   y e a r s
12 W h a t  i s  y o u r  n a t i o n a l i t y ?
1 3 .  W h a t  i s  y o u r  e t h n i c  g r o u p ?
□  W h i t e  B r i t i s h  □  W h i t e  I r i s h  □  W h i t e  ( o t h e r )  □  B l a c k  C a r i b b e a n
□  B l a c k  A f r i c a n  □  B l a c k  ( o t h e r )  □  M i x e d  r a c e  □ P a k i s t a n i
□  B a n g l a d e s h i  □  I n d i a n  □  C h i n e s e  □  O t h e r  A s i a n  ( n o n - C h i n e s e )
□  Other
1 4 .  W h a t  i s  y o u r  g e n d e r ?
□  M a i e  O  F e m a l e
1 5 .  W h a t  i s  y o u r  a g e  g r o u p ?
□  2 0  y e a r s  o l d  o r  b e l o w  □  2 1  -  3 0  y e a r s  o l d  □  3 1  -  4 0  y e a r s  o l d
□  4 1  -  5 0  y e a r s  o l d  □  5 1  -  6 0  y e a r s  o l d  □  6 1  y e a r s  o l d  o r  a b o v e
1 6 .  W h a t  i s  y o u r  h i g h e s t  a t t e n d e d  e d u c a t i o n  l e v e l ?
□  P r i m a r y  s c h o o l  o r  t e l o w  □  S e c o n d a r y  s c h o o l
□  C o l l e g e  ( n o n  d e g r e e ) ,  d i p l o m a ,  a s s o c i a t e  d e g r e e  □  B a c h e l o r  d e g r e e
□  P o s t g r a d u a t e  d i p l o m a  /  d e g r e e  o r  a t x ) v e
1 7 .  W h a t  i s  t h e  a m o u n t  o f  y o u r  m o n t h i y  n e t  i n c o m e  ( a f t e r  t a x ) ?
□ £ 1 , 0 0 0 o r  b e l o w □ £ 1 , 0 0 1 - - £ 2 , 0 0 0
□ £ 2 , 0 0 1 - £ 3 , 0 0 0 □ £ 3 , 0 0 1  ■- £ 4 , 0 0 0
□ £ 4 , 0 0 1 - £ 5 , 0 0 0  . □ £ 6 , 0 0 1  ■- £ 6 , 0 0 0
□ £ 6 , 0 0 1 - £ 7 , 0 0 0 □ £ 7 , 0 0 1  1o r  a b o v e
End 
Thank you for your time
Please return the questionnaire with the prepaid return envelope. We hope you accept the 
small souvenir as a token of appreciation.
- 3 -
3 0 8
Appendix 4 Shapiro-Wilk Test of Normality of Tourists Cognitive Attributes
Performance Importance
Cognitive attributes Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig.
A  diverse art and cultural scene .748 261 . 0 0 0 .809 262 . 0 0 0
Fascinating museums and galleries .711 257 . 0 0 0 .741 261 . 0 0 0
Profound associations with the Royal family .790 250 . 0 0 0 .924 257 . 0 0 0
Interesting history .649 255 . 0 0 0 .754 258 . 0 0 0
An ideal location for meetings and exhibitions .897 235 . 0 0 0 .915 248 . 0 0 0
A hub to travel to continental Europe .876 255 . 0 0 0 .889 254 . 0 0 0
Interesting open markets .882 238 . 0 0 0 .889 253 . 0 0 0
Historical landmarks .705 258 . 0 0 0 .793 259 . 0 0 0
Easy to get around .778 262 . 0 0 0 .743 260 . 0 0 0
Great pubs and bars .850 250 . 0 0 0 .879 259 . 0 0 0
World-class theatres and musicals .760 249 . 0 0 0 .817 262 . 0 0 0
Attractive to first-time visitors .689 261 . 0 0 0 .689 260 . 0 0 0
A multi-cultural city .657 262 . 0 0 0 .843 262 . 0 0 0
A hub to travel to the UK .725 250 . 0 0 0 .871 251 . 0 0 0
Associations with famous great persons in history .801 261 . 0 0 0 .886 260 . 0 0 0
Special events all year round .872 233 . 0 0 0 .882 iZ58 . 0 0 0
A hub to travel to the rest o f southern England .823 227 . 0 0 0 .907 247 . 0 0 0
Interesting sightseeing tours .833 238 . 0 0 0 .836 261 . 0 0 0
A large variety o f shops and department stores .761 259 . 0 0 0 .834 258 . 0 0 0
Worth visiting again .591 257 . 0 0 0 .596 256 . 0 0 0
Home to famous sport tournaments .883 242 . 0 0 0 .916 253 . 0 0 0
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Appendix 5 Summary of Tourist Respondents’ Initial Cognitive Perception
(N = 750)
Initial Perception N Pop. % Initial Perception N Pop. % Initial Perception N Pop. %
History and heritage 51 19.5 Scenic 3 1 . 1 Festivals 1 0.4
Big Ben 47 17.9 Sophisticated 3 1 . 1 Free attractions 1 0.4
Theatres 31 1 1 . 8 Wonderful 3 1 . 1 Fun 1 0.4
Shopping 28 10.7 Bridges 2 0 . 8 Gay life 1 0.4
Tower Bridge 25 9.5 Clean 2 0 . 8 Globe Theatre 1 0.4
Culture 24 9.2 Concerts 2 0 . 8 Great 1 0.4
Buckingham Palace 2 1 8 . 0 Drinking tea 2 0 . 8 Great weather 1 0.4
Diversity 2 1 8 . 0 Driving on the left 2 0 . 8 Greenwich Maritime Museum 1 0.4
Expensive place 2 1 8 . 0 Fabulous 2 0 . 8 Holidays 1 0.4
Royalty 19 7.3 Good atmosphere 2 0 . 8 Hub 1 0.4
London Eye 17 6.5 Good public transport 2 0 . 8 Imperial War Museum 1 0.4
Architecture 16 6 . 1 Harrods 2 0 . 8 Incredible 1 0.4
Multi-cultural 16 6 . 1 Helpful people 2 0 . 8 Lamp posts 1 0.4
Museums 16 6 . 1 Impressive 2 0 . 8 Leisure 1 0.4
Big city 15 5.7 Interesting 2 0 . 8 Life on the streets 1 0.4
Busy 14 5.3 LIFFEE 2 0 . 8 Literature 1 0.4
Double-decker red buses 14 5.3 Nightlife 2 0 . 8 London 1 0.4
Cold weather 13 5.0 O'Connell 2 0 . 8 London Bridge 1 0.4
So much to do 13 5.0 Piccadilly Circus - . 2 0 . 8 Majestic 1 0.4
Houses o f Parliament 1 1 4.2 Police 2 0 . 8 Many opportunities 1 0.4
Friendly 1 0 3.8 Posh 2 0 . 8 Markets 1 0.4
Attractions 9 3.4 Serious 2 0 . 8 Mild 1 0.4
Crowded 9 3.4 Shakespeare 2 0 . 8 Modem 1 0.4
Historical landmarks 9 3.4 Tate Modem 2 0 . 8 Natural History Museum 1 0.4
Westminster Abbey 9 3.4 Trafalgar Square 2 0 . 8 Old Royal Navy College Painted Hall 1 0.4
Arts & Art galleries 8 3.1 Water 2 0 . 8 Order 1 0.4
Parks and green open spaces 8 3.1 A bit lost 1 0.4 Organised 1 0.4
Tower o f  London 8 3.1 Alive 1 0.4 Overwhelming 1 0.4
Entertaining 6 2.3 Arousing 1 0.4 Perfect 1 0.4
Food & restaurant 6 2.3 Ballet 1 0.4 Play possibilities 1 0.4
Tube 6 2.3 Beautiful women 1 0.4 Pleasant 1 0.4
Beautiful 5 1.9 Black cabs 0.4 Polite 1 0.4
Easy to get around 5 1.9 Book stores 1 0.4 Pop culture 1 0.4
Nice city 5 1.9 Briton 1 0.4 Popular 1 0.4
Old 5 1.9 Business minded 1 0.4 Punk scene 1 0.4
Pubs 5 1.9 Camden market 1 0.4 Red phone boxes T 0.4
Walking friendly 5 1.9 Cameras everywhere 1 0.4 Regent street 1 0.4
Wet weather 5 1.9 Canary W harf 1 0.4 Relaxing 1 0.4
Castles 4 1.5 Changing o f Guards 0.4 Rush 1 0.4
Elegant 4 1.5 Classical 1 0.4 Savile Row 1 0.4
Football 4 1.5 Covent Garden 1 0.4 SoHo 1 0.4
Lively 4 1.5 Cozy 1 0.4 Sparkling city 1 0.4
Palaces 4 1.5 Different 1 0.4 Sports 1 0.4
River Thames 4 1.5 Discover new places 1 0.4 Stonehenge 1 0.4
British Museum 3 1 . 1 Downing Street 10 1 0.4 The Temple Church 1 0.4
Congested 3 1 . 1 Eccentric 1 0.4 Tidy 1 0.4
Cosmopolitan 3 1 . 1 Electro-parties 1 0.4 Too few tourists at the centre 1 0.4
Docklands 3 1 . 1 English version o f Paris 1 0.4 Tradition 1 0.4
English speaking 3 1 . 1 Englishness 1 0.4 UK's capital city 1 0.4
Exciting 3 1 . 1 Eventful 1 0.4 Victoria &Albert Museum 1 0.4
Grandiose 3 1 . 1 Family 1 0.4 Warm people 1 0.4
National Gallery 3 1 . 1 Famous destination 1 0.4 Wembley 1 0.4
Opened minded people 3 1 . 1 Fashion 1 0.4 World financial centre 1 0.4
Oxford Street 3 1 . 1 Fast English speakers 1 0.4
Safe 3 1 .1 Fast people 0.4
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Appendix 6 P-I Correlation Matrix of Tourists Cognitive Attributes
* •  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 
level (2-tailed)
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 
level (2-tailed) I ' l i ! i i h i
.1
1 1 i i
1 i  
s i i i l
1
I I i l i l
I
l <  - i l
Pearson Correlation
1  Sig. (2-tailed)
 ^ Suraof Squares and Cross-products
2  Covariance 
N
.4 3 2 "
.000
128.395
.494
261
.3 0 9 "
.000
83.573
.323
260
.049
.434
19.203
.075
256
.301**
.000
72.241
.282
257
.083
.192
29.036
.118
247
.088
.165
33.913
.135
253
.149*
.018
43.238
.172
252
.337**
.000
78.279
.305
258
.264**
.000
69.869
.271
259
.180
22.698
.088
258
.267**
.000
69.027
.265
.253**
.000
69.363
.269
259
.21 2 **
.001
66.962
.258
261
.127*
.045
42.348
.170
250
.095
.127
28.849
.112
259
.160*
.010
43.366
.169
257
.067
.298
21.707
.089
246
.140*
.024
45.877
.177
260
.194**
.002
54.875
.214
257
.4 8 7 "
.000
118.388
.466
255
.060
.339
22.369
.089
252
Pearson Correlation
1  Sig. (2-tailed)
^1 Sum of Squares and Cross-products
2  1 Covariance
.4 8 0 "
.000
130.584
.510
257
.124*
.048
49.655
.198
252
.377**
.000
92.335
.365
254
.144*
.024
52.371
.215
245
.183**
.004
72.177
.291
.120
.058
36.101
.146
75.890
.300
254
.216**
.001
59.208
.233
255
.102
.106
28.252
.112
.264**
.000
70.739
.276
257
.229**
.000
64.451
.254
255
.116
.064
37.066
.145
257
.007
57.561
.235
246
.222**
.000
68.333
.269
255
.114
.070
32.289
.128
253
.170
29.421
.122
.2 11**
69.977
.274
256
.241**
.000
69.269
.275
253
.3 3 5 "
.000
85.657
.343
251
.070
.274
26.883
.109
248
Pearson Correlation 
E' Sig. (2-taiIed)
5  Sum of Squares and Cross-products 
2  __Cowiance
.000
196.747
.793
249
.441**
.000
123.037
.502
246
.014
.829
5.983
.025
236
.137*
.033
64.562
.268
242
.143*
.026
50.909
.174**
.006
56.250
.228
248
.167**
.008
55.215
.273**
.000
87.360
.351
250
.287**
.000
97.879
.396
248
.043
.498
16.480
.066
250
.000
123.218
.518
239
.000
141.968
.572
249
.094
.141
31.650
.129
246
.291**
.000
114.899
.485
238
.225**
.000
91.072
.367
.196'*
.002
67.939
.277
246
.1 9 2 "
.003
58.967
.243
.149*
.020
68.086
.281
243
Pearson Correlation
1  Sig. (2-tailed)
Sum of Squares and Cross-products
2  }. Covariance
N
.608** 
: .000 
149.333 
.595 
252
-.013
.841
-4.716
-.019
243
.079
.215
31.130
.127
247
.148*
.021
43.374
.177
246
.000
128.385
.511
.237**
.000
65.340
.259
253
.165**
.008
47.036
.187
252
.206**
.001
55.557
.219
255
.168**
.007
47.585
.189
253
.103
.099
255
.000
98.520
.405
.000
123.055
.488
253
.279
18.932
.076
.004
59.250
.248
.283**
.000
94.748
.374
.142*
.024
41.080
.164
251
.2 5 5 "
.000
65.253
.263
249
.126*
.048
47.512
.194
246
Pearson Correlation
1  Sig. (2-tailed)
^1 Sum of Squares and Cross-products
2  1 Covariance
.525**
.000
235.757
1.030
230
.441**
.000
216.877
.955
228
.236**
.000
86.670
.383
227
.001
65.724
.285
.080
.225
28.180
.121
233
.131*
.047
45.069
.195
232
.189**
.004
63.068
.270
235
.227**
.000
80.124
.344
234
.163*
.013 .000
133.613
.596
225
.261**
.000
104.820
.452
233
.004
66.385
.289
231
.000
129.023
.584
222
.000
112.932
.485
234
.230**
.000
83.835
.365
231
.200"
.002
65.424
.287
229
.3 1 8 "
.000
149.478
.664
226
Pearson Correlation 
•s Sig. (2-taiIed)
^ 11 Sum of Squares and Cross-products 
2  [g Covariance 
N
.705**
.000
447.621
1.812
248
.257**
.000
121.329
.495
246
.157*
.012
60.960
.242
253
.2 20**
.000
96.890
.383
254
.232**
.000
104.341
.416
252
.235**
.000
98.953
.390
255
.339**
.000
155.115
.616
253
.000
139.773
.550
.414** 
^  .000 
226.967 
.926 
246
.234**
.000
118.332
.470
253
.136*
.031
60.865
.243
251
.397**
.000
212.955
.884
242
.238**
.000
129.055
.510
254
.2 7 8 "
.000
127.900
.512
251
.2 5 8 "
.000
105.823
.427
249
.3 0 9 "
.000
183.325
.748
246
Pearson Correlation
1  Sig. (2-tailed)
1 Sum of Squares and Cross-products
2  £ Covariance
.507**
.000
171.571
.724
238
.267**
.000
70.157
.300
235
.254**
.000
79.547
.338
236
.249**
.000
78.953
.336
236
.236**
.000
70.504
.297
238
.316**
.000
103.646
.439
.000
104.857
.442
.233**
90.095
.392
231
.238**
.000
83.454
.352
238
.137*
.036
42.407
.180
236
.235**
.000
89.075
.392
228
.335**
.000
124.177
.526
237
.3 9 7 "
.000
128.869
.548
236
.2 6 7 "
.000
78.906
.340
233
.153*
.019
65.416
.282
233
Pearson Correlation 
:i g Sig. (2-tailed)
g Sum of Squares and Cross-products 
2  1  Covariance
.595**
.000
158.906
.623
256
.368**
.000
110.434
.433
256
.198**
.001
61.600
.348**
.000
103.178
.401
258
.268**
.000
84.352
.331
256
.144*
.021
52.264
.203
258
.308**
.000
117.390
.473
.325**
.000
113.828
.446
256
.032
.609
10.087
.040
254
.179**
.005
66.959
.274
245
.260**
.000
97.556
.381
257
.2 7 1 "
.000
87.764
.347
.3 6 9 "
.000
104.336
.414
253
.1 9 3 "
.002
81.348
.327
250
Pearson Correlation 
Ï  Sig. (2-tailed)
5  -o Sum of Squares and Cross-products 
2  1 Covariance
.494**
.000
196.092
.757
260
.126*
.043
51.278
.199
.167**
.007
64.901
.249
262
.276**
.000
113.923
.440
260
.137*
.027
64.885
.249
262
.256**
.000
128.466
.514
251
.231**
.000
105.231
.406
260
.033
.598
13.488
.052
258
.174**
.006
85.514
.348
247
.221**
.000
108.755
.418
261
.2 6 7 "
.000
113.171
.3 1 9 "
.000
118.121
.463
256
.089
.157
49.763
.197
253
Pearson Correlation
1  Sig. (2-tailed)
^1 Sum of Squares and Cross-products
2  Covariance
.000
154.677
.626
248
.298**
.000
92.284
.371
250
.372**
.000
123.096
.496
249
.172**
.007
63.232
.254
250
.267**
.000
104.854
.441
239
.192**
.002
68.121
.276
248
.217**
.001
70.146
.286
246
.199**
.002
75.340
.322
235
.303**
.000
117.932
.476
.000
81.732
.334
246
.3 2 0 "
.000
94.812
.389
245
.2 3 4 "
.000
101.365
.422
241
Pearson Correlation
1  Sig. (2-tailed)
g,t Sum of Squares and Cross-products
2  g Covariance
.587**
.000
141.554
.571
249
.279**
.000
76.190
.310
247
.148*
.019
45.819
.185
.265**
.000
86.548
.364
239
.295**
.000
87.363
.354
248
.153*
.016
41.694
.171
245
.000
73.212
.312
236
.248**
.000
79.637
.322
248
.2 7 8 "
.000
75.294
.309
245
.402**
.000
100.465
.412
245
.136*
.035
49.000
.205
240
Pearson Correlation 
Sig. (2-tailcd)
^ 11 Sum of Squares and Cross-products 
2  g Covariance
.507**
.000
157.656
.611
259
.282**
100.985
.388
261
.357**
.000
134.072
.538
250
.000
93.031
.361
259
.253**
.000
77.918
.304
257
.284**
.000
104.000
.424
246
.000
103.385
.399
260
.2 7 7 "
.000
88.148
257
.445**
.000
123.776
.487
255
.161*
.011
67.500
.269
252
Pearson Correlation
1  _Sig. (2-tailed)
^ 11 Sum of Squares and Cross-products
2  g  Covariance
.000
82.046
.314
.205**
.001
69.191
.277
251
.178**
.004
54.731
.211
.256**
.000
70.512
.274
258
.059
.360
19.130
.078
247
.145*
.019
48.011
.185
.211"
.001
60.171
.234
258
.000
97.301
.382
256
.069
.276
25.787
.102
253
Pearson Correlation 
J  Sig. (2-tailed)
^1 Sum of Squares and Cross-products
2  ^Covariance
.437**
.000
190.615
.775
247
.000
106.452
.431
248
.165**
.009
59.290
.240
248
.388**
.000
166.484
.685
244
.253**
.000
108.434
.437
.220"
.000
79.786
.323
248
.309**
.000
100.735
.413
.159*
.013
76.321
.315
243
Pearson Correlation 
% Sig. (2-tailed)
5  » Sum of Squares and Cross-products 
2  § Covariance
.532**
.000
189.672
.735
259
.188**
.002
59.868
.234
257
.316**
.000
119.033
.486
246
.294**
.000
112.723
.435
260
.3 4 0 "
.000
112.331
.439
257
.000
92.161
.363
.136*
.031
58.980
.234
253
Pearson Correlation 
S Sig. (2-tailed)
Sum of Squares and Cross-products 
2  g Covariance
.357**
.000
106.536
.459
233
.137*
.041
48.471
.218
223
.249**
.000
86.534
.375
232
.2 9 2 "
.000
87.271
.383
229
.301**
.000
82.938
.367
227
.229**
.001
93.145
.412
227
Pearson Correlation
1  Sig. (2-tailed)
Sum of Squares and Cross-products
2  1  Covariance
.461**
.000
179.133
.796
226
.251**
.000
95.504
.424
226
.2 12"
.001
69.693
.311
225
.240**
.000
74.542
.333
225
.2 00**
.003
85.375
.383
224
Pearson Correlation
1 Sig. (2-taiIed)
^1 Sum of Squares and Cross-products
2  Covariance
.689**
.000
230.891
.974
238
.3 8 6 "
.000
120.936
.519
234
.3 7 5 "
.000
108.231
.465
234
.178**
.007
69.726
.304
230
Pearson Correlation 
I" Sig. (2-taiIed)
Sum of Squares and Cross-products 
2  ^Covariance
.4 2 0 "
.000
114.759
.448
257
.4 0 2 "
.000
96.783
.384
253
.142*
.025
51.352
.206
250
Pearson Correlation 
% Sig. (2-tailed)
5  « Sum of Squares and Cross-products 
2  g Covariance
.6 3 0 "
.000
171.882
.677
255
.076
.234
30.639
.124
249
Pearson Correlation 
!_ Sig. (2-tailcd)
^1 Sum of Squares and Cross-products 
2  ^Covariance
.490**
.000
228.377
.960
239
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Appendix 7 Performance Correlation Matrix of Tourist Cognitive Attributes
•* Correlation is significant at the 0.01 
level (2 -tailed)
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 
level (2 -tailed) s'! S'l
, 1
s i Û i d i S| § ' l
1
a '^1
Pearson Correlation 
1  Sig. (2-tailed)
^1 Sum of Squares and Cross-products 
o  Covariance
.578**
.000
245.415
.475
518
.302**
.000
167.682
.330
509
.448**
.000
191.647
.370
519
.373**
.000
212.237
.431
493
.251**
.000
168.890
.331
511
.429**
.000
194.089
.375
518
.000
139.825
.266
526
.364**
.000
192.400
.382
505
.446**
.000
190.839
.379
504
.362**
.000
177.019
.340
521
.427**
.000
175.571
.335
525
.301**
.000
154.566
.309
502
.332**
.000
165.899
.318
523
.428**
.000
219.311
.450
488
.278**
.000
148.930
.316
473
.246**
.000
126.973
.261
488
.339**
.000
140.394
.271
520
.502**
.000
221.144
.430
515
.312**
.000
182.496
.369
Pearson Correlation
1  Sig. (2-tailed)
^1 Sum of Squares and Cross-products
2  1 Covariance
.378**
.000
203.285
.403
506
.499**
.000
202.054
.391
518
.339**
.000
175.890
489
.293**
.000
182.827
.363
504
.000
178.092
.365
489
.454**
.000
190.029
.370
514
.344**
.000
219.500
.423
520
.405**
.000
203.277
.409
498
.471**
.000
192.491
.383
503
.367**
.000
169.262
.329
515
.357**
.000
138.618
.268
519
.000
158.425
.319
.362**
.000
164.327
.318
517
.000
201.460
.418
.289**
.000
138.547
.295
.344**
.000
163.488
.338
484
.365**
.000
142.825
.278
514
.498**
.000
208.214
.410
509
.324**
.000
176.429
.359
492
Pearson Correlation 
!• Sig. (2-tailed)
^1 Sum of Squares and Cross-products 
2  _ Covariance
.423**
.000
227.659
.450
507
.281**
.000
198.830
.413
482
.205**
.000
170.758
.345
496
.224**
.000
152.975
.321
478
.366**
.000
210.242
.418
504
.326**
.000
274.603
.538
511
.316**
.000
213.071
.436
490
171.788
.351
491
.323**
.000
197.069
.389
507
.267**
.000
137.375
.270
510
.000
196.279
.403
.356**
.000
223.213
.440
.000
184.411
.389
.000
188.214
.408
.355**
.000
222.686
.470
475
.310**
.000
157.743
.313
505
.311**
.000
174.946
.350
501
.245**
.00
176.835
.366
484
Pearson Correlation
1  Sig. (2-tailed)
^1 Sum of Squares and Cross-products
2  g Covariance
.345**
.000
186.855
.381
.271**
.000
170.778
.339
505
.279** .592**
.000
248.737
.486
513
.312**
.000
201.175
.387
521
.384**
.000
195.299
.392
499
.364**
.000
148.393
.297
501
.346**
.000
160.134
.311
516
.386**
.000
151.231
.291
520
.000
164.278
.331
.000
249.423
.482
.000
194.314
.402
.352**
.000
162.795
.349
.465**
.000
222.882
.462
483
.317**
.000
123.988
.241
515
.495**
.000
207.306
.407
510
.348**
.000
193.941
.394
Pearson Correlation
1  Sig. (2-tailed)
^1 Sum of Squares and Cross-products
2  [Covariance
.483**
.000
405.031
.837
485
.420**
.000
285.838
.612
468
.292**
.000
166.932
.344
486
.255**
.000
218.462
.443
494
.395**
.000
266.302
.559
477
.263**
.000
142.937
.300
478
.323**
.000
198.384
.404
.253**
.000
130.000
.264
.368**
.000
234.633
.496
.270**
.000
169.939
.347
491
.429**
.000
277.583
.601
463
.371**
.000
244.478
.544
450
.389**
.000
253.727
.550
462
.358**
.000
181.776
.372
490
.356**
.000
200.455
.415
484
.378**
.000
272.279
.581
470
Pearson Correlation 
•§ Sig. (2-tailed)
^ 1S Sum of Squares and Cross-products
2  1 Covariance
.438**
.000
348.427
.724
482
.331**
.000
219.426
.435
505
.000
319.863
.626
512
.378**
.000
299.838
.609
493
.000
171.725
.348
.333**
.000
239.998
.240**
.000
146.449
.287
512
.447**
.000
350.382
.705
498
.358**
.000
265.485
.523
509
.372**
.000
276.437
.388!*
.000
309.712
.658
472
.374**
.000
282.768
.256**
.000
155.728
.307
508
.289**
.000
188.417
.375
504
.293**
.000
244.467
.502
488
Pearson Correlation
1  Sig. (2-tailed)
gi Sum of Squares and Cross-products
2  1 Covariance
.358**
.000
199.077
.406
491
.396**
.000
328.020
.665
.473**
.000
307.583
.642
.287**
.000
151.386
.315
482
.335**
.000
199.348
.407
491
.305**
.000
153.964
.312
494
.332**
.000
209.775
.437
481
.346**
.000
209.071
.427
.490**
.000
304.725
.655
466
.383**
.000
249.266
.545
458
.502**
.000
305.886
.661
464
.394**
.000
200.008
.406
494
.350**
.000
189.091
.391
485
.422**
.000
282.281
.603
469
Pearson Correlation 
.= ^ Sig. (2-tailed)
^1 ^  Sum of Squares and Cross-products 
o 1 Covariance 
N
.000
234.962
.453
520
.391**
.000
207.392
.417
498
.517**
.000
220.733
.441
502
.386**
.000
190.436
.370
516
.414**
.000
170.825
.330
519
.393**
.000
206.648
.417
.510**
.000
250.810
.486
517
.000
212.692
.440
484
.396**
.000
214.565
.454
.409**
.000
209.988
.434
485
.386**
.000
160.396
.312
515
.446**
.000
199.485
.391
511
.298**
.000
169.624
.347
Pearson Correlation
^  Sig. (2-tailed)
°i -Ç Sum of Squares and Cross-products 
2  [Covariance
.418**
.000
335.972
.665
506
.294**
188.874
.374
506
.336**
.000
247.342
.474
523
.000
138.036
.262
.000
250.268
.498
504
.2 22**
.000
167.417
.319
.321**
.000
246.589
.505
.000
275.225
.581
475
.389**
.000
297.102
.608
490
.286**
.000
177.908
.341
522
.393**
.000
262.046
.508
517
.229**
.000
196.771
.397
497
Pearson Correlation 
£ Sig. (2-tailed)
^1 Sum of Squares and Cross-products 
2  Covariance
.403**
.000
207.223
.425
489
.419**
.000
242.109
.482
503
.000
191.994
.380
506
.000
239.659
.493
.000
192.398
.382
505
.421**
.000
255.429
.538
476
.384**
.000
240.609
.524
.423**
.000
260.680
.550
475
.404**
.000
198.563
.397
501
.440**
.000
230.665
.466
496
.330**
.000
227.438
.475
480
Pearson Correlation
1  Sig. (2-tailed)
^1 Sum of Squares and Cross-products
2  i  Covariance
.510**
.000
236.986
.471
.413**
.000
162.528
.322
506
.000
168.225
.348
.391**
.000
178.503
.356
503
.406**
.000
201.527
.424
.000
155.069
.335
.374**
.000
177.113
.371
478
.432**
.000
169.571
.339
501
.397**
.000
168.189
.338
498
.251**
.000
134.643
.279
484
Pearson Correlation
1  Sig. (2-tailed)
^11 Sum of Squares and Cross-products
2  1 Covariance
.533**
.000
238.499
.457
.470**
.000
266.834
.535
500
.394**
.000
211.933
.408
520
.000
248.599
.513
.000
201.581
.427
473
.420**
.000
235.023
.484
487
.466**
.000
209.950
.406
518
.508**
.000
243.889
.476
513
.343***
.000
215.552
.438
493
Pearson Correlation
1  _Sig. (2-tailed)
11 Sum of Squares and Cross-products
2  2 Covariance
.430**
.000
207.376
.413
.276** .388**
.000
183.172
.376
.300**
.000
145.526
.307
475
.306**
.000
143.337
.293
490
.459**
.000
173.659
.333
522
.501**
.000
200.628
.390
516
.297**
.000
158.374
.319
Pearson Correlation
1  Sig. (2-taiIed)
“ i Sum of Squares and Cross-products
2  ^Covariance .486
501
.000
217.848
.461
474
.685**
440.442
.933
473
.000
263.797
.560
472
.363**
.000
176.916
.354
501
.432**
.000
217.056
.438
.375**
.000
237.504
.496
480
Pearson Correlation 
% Sig. (2-tailed)
• Sum of Squares and Cross-products 
2 I Covariance
.445**
.000
244.226
.504
486
.474**
.000
276.814
.586
473
.460**
.000
258.731
.532
487
.266**
.000
122.012
.236
519
.339**
.000
165.392
.322
.364**
.000
225.109
.456
495
Pearson Correlation 
S Sig. (2-tailed)
“ t Sum of Squares and Cross-products 
2  .Covariance \
.451**
.000
269.939
.593
-456
.508**
.000
288.196
.629
459
.427**
.000
201.356
.418
483
.404**
.000
206.936
.431
481
.445**
.000
287.353
.617
Pearson Correlation
1  Sig. (2-tailed)
Sum of Squares and Cross-products
2  j  Covariance
.506**
.000
306.207
.676
454
.391**
.000
192.903
.408
474
.351**
.000
188.296
.399
473
.378**
.000
243.300
.530
460
Pearson Correlation 
g Sig. (2-tailcd)
^1 Sum of Squares and Cross-products 
2  Covariance
.491**
.000
231.025
.476
486
.415**
.000
212.435
.441
483
.438**
.000
277.491
.592
Pearson Correlation 
S' Sig. (2-tailed)
P  Sum of Squares and Cross-products 
2  ^Covariance
.501**
.000
203.789
.399
512
.356**
.000
183.690
.373
493
Pearson Correlation 
g  Sig. (2-tailed)
^ 1,  Sum of Squares and Cross-products 
2  [Covariance
.403**
.000
229.886
.470
490
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Appendix 8 Anti-Image Correlation Matrix of Tourist Cognitive Attributes
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Appendix 9 Anti-Image Correlation Matrix of Resident Cognitive Attributes
E1A A e1 , 111 1 1A 1 •?1 , 1z z' z' z z' z' z' z' z' Z z' z z'
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Appendix 10 Tourist Cognitive Attributes’ Total Variance Explained by Factors and Scree Plot
Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings
Components Total
% of 
Variance
Cumulative
% Total
% o f
Variance
Cumulative
% Total
% of 
Variance
Cumulative
%
1 8.038 38.274 38.274 8.038 38.274 38.274 4.045 19.262 19.262
2 1.946 9.267 47.541 1.946 9.267 47.541 2.592 12.343 31.605
3 1.298 6.181 53.723 1.298 6.181 53.723 2.400 11.430 43.035
4 1.058 5.039 58.761 1.058 5.039 58.761 2.160 10.288 53.323
5 1.014 4.828 63.590 1.014 4.828 63.590 2.156 10.267 63.590
6 .945 4.500 68.089
7 .861 4.099 72.188
8 .765 3.643 75.831
9 .646 3.076 78.908
10
11
.607
.550
2 . 8 8 8
2.620
81.796
84.416
12 .526 2.505 86.921
13 .445 2 . 1 2 0 89.041
14 .398 1.897 90.938
15 .385 1.835 92.772
16 .334 1.588 94.361
17 .311 1.481 95.842
18 .301 1.434 97.276
19 .226 1.078 98.354
20 .203 .968 99.322
21 .142 .678 1 0 0 . 0 0 0
S cree  Plot
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Appendix 11 Summary of Tourist Respondents’ Initial Affective Perception
(N =594)
Initial Perception N Pop. % Initial Perception N Pop. % Initial Perception N Pop. %
Exciting 80 30.5 Stylish 3 1 . 1 Embrassing 1 0.4
Interesting 46 17.6 Upbeat 3 1 . 1 Enlightened 1 0.4
Busy 40 15.3 Active 2 0 . 8 Enthusiastic 1 0.4
Fun 19 7.3 Angry 2 0 . 8 Estatic 1 0.4
Happy 18 6.9 Awesome 2 0 . 8 Exhausted 1 0.4
Overwhelming 18 6.9 Breath-taking 2 0 . 8 Expecting 1 0.4
Relaxing 18 6.9 Buzzing 2 0 . 8 Expressive 1 0.4
Friendly 15 5.7 Chaotic 2 0 . 8 Fatiguing 1 0.4
Vibrant 15 5.7 Chic 2 0 . 8 Fine 1 0.4
Crowded 13 5.0 Cozy 2 0 . 8 Focused 1 0.4
Fast-paced 13 5.0 Delightful 2 0 . 8 Free 1 0.4
Historié 1 2 4.6 Different 2 0 . 8 Gentle 1 0.4
Energetic 1 1 4.2 Difficult 2 0 . 8 Gorgerous 1 0.4
Fascinating 1 1 4.2 Eager 2 0 . 8 Great 1 0.4
Impressive 1 0 3.8 Good mood 2 0 . 8 Happening 1 0.4
Diverse 8 3.1 Hectic 2 0 . 8 Hip 1 0.4
Expensive 8 3.1 Helpful 2 0 . 8 Hospitable 1 0.4
Pleasant 8 3:1 Ignorant 2 0 . 8 Hurried 1 0.4
Stressful 7 2.7 Inspiring 2 0 . 8 Intrigued 1 0.4
Amazing 6 2.3 Intensive 2 0 . 8 Laid-back 1 0.4
Confusing 6 2.3 Lightening 2 0 . 8 Light 1 0.4
Cultured 5 1:9 Lively 2 0 . 8 Luxurious 1 0.4
Open minded 5 1.9 Lovely 2 0 . 8 Noisy 1 0.4
Tiring 5 1.9 Nice 2 0 . 8 Open 1 0.4
Big 4 1.5 Pleased 2 0 . 8 Opportunity 1 0.4
Bustling 4 1.5 Smoky 2 0 . 8 Patient 1 0.4
Cold 4 1.5 Unfriendly 2 0 . 8 Pessimistic 1 0.4
Curious 4 1.5 Uplifting 2 0 . 8 Polite 1 0.4
Easy 4 1.5 Warm 2 0 . 8 Powerful 1 0.4
Multi-cultural 4 1.5 Well organised 2 0 . 8 Pride 1 0.4
Surprising 4 1.5 Aggressive 1 0.4 Proud 1 0.4
Welcoming 4 1.5 Alive 1 0.4 Quick 1 0.4
Arousing 3 1 .1 Aimoying 1 0.4 Rainny 1 0.4
At ease 3 1 . 1 Anticipative 1 0.4 Refreshing 1 0.4
Beautiful 3 1 . 1 Astounding 1 0.4 Rich 1 0.4
Cheerful 3 1 . 1 Attractive 1 0.4 Satisfying 1 0.4
Cool 3 1 . 1 Brisk 1 0.4 Shoppy 1 0.4
Enjoyable 3 1 . 1 Challenging 1 0.4 Simley 1 0.4
Entertaining 3 1 . 1 Charming 1 0.4 Spoilt 1 0.4
Famous 3 1 . 1 Cloudy 1 0.4 Trilled 1 0.4
Fasinating 3 1 .1 Comfortable 1 0.4 Tring 1 0.4
Gloomy 3 1 . 1 Concerned 1 0.4 Valuable 1 0.4
Nervious 3 1 . 1 Cosmopolitian 1 0.4 Vast 1 0.4
Positive 3 1 . 1 Dark 1 0.4 Wonderful 1 0.4
Rushed 3 1 . 1 Dirty 1 0.4 Worldly 1 0.4
Stupefying 3 1 . 1 Distressed 1 0.4
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Appendix 12 Test of Significance: Independent Samples t-test on Tourists by Likelihood of
Recommendation
unequal variances" statistically significant differences** Strongly disagree to slightly agree' Agree to strongly agree^
Attributes
High Level' 
Mean
Low LeveP 
Mean t-valne
Sig.
(2-tailed)
LON_Arts" 5.35 6.42 -5.222 .000**
LONMuseums" 5.46 6.44 -4.127 .000**
LONRoyal" 5.46 6.15 -2.548 .016**
LONHistory 5.81 6.50 -3.739 .000**
LONMeetings 5.08 5.48 -1.507 .133
LON_HubEurope" 4.64 5.53 -2.303 .029**
LONMarkets 5.08 5.62 -2.404 .017**
LONHisLandmarks" 5.38 6.40 -2.970 .006**
LONGetAround 5.08 6.03 -3.621 .000**
LON_Pubs 5.00 5.97 -4.508 .000**
LONMusicals 5.73 6.35 -3.411 .001**
LONAttF irstTime" 4.96 6.48 -4.963 .000**
LONMulCultural" 5.42 6.54 -3.809 .001**
LON_HubUK" 5.22 6.23 -2.675 .013**
LONHisPersons 5.35 6.18 -4.097 .000**
LONEvents 5.23 5.80 -2.631 .009**
LON_HubSEng 5.09 5.94 -3.324 .001**
LONTours 5.42 5.88 -2.064 .040**
LON_Shops" 5.54 6.39 -3.539 .001**
LON_AttRevisit" 5.08 6.63 -5.049 .000**
LONSports 4.73 5.59 -3.374 .001**
ImpArts 4.92 5.91 -3.705 .000**
ImpMuseums 5.46 6.11 -2.615 .009**
ImpRoyal 4.58 4.68 -.269 .788
Imp_History" 5.50 6.20 -2.218 .035**
ImpMeetings 4.72 4.83 -.321 .749
Imp_HubEurope 4.24 4.98 -1.998 .047**
ImpMarkets 5.27 5.42 -.546 .586
Irap_HisLandmarks" 5.19 6.17 -3.146 .004**
ImpGetAround" 5.28 6.21 -2.411 .023**
Imp_Pubs 4.73 5.71 -4.018 .000**
Imp_Musicals 5.54 5.98 -1.880 .061
ImpAttF irstTime" 5.23 6.30 -2.794 .010**
Imp_MulCultural 5.08 5.72 -2.254 .025**
Imp_HubUK 4.91 5.44 -1.583 .114
Imp_HisPersons 5.19 5.44 -.868 .386
ImpEvents 4.88 5.54 -2.626 .009**
ImpHubSEng 4.83 5.12 -.886 .377
ImpTours 5.19 5.55 -1.184 .238
ImpShops 5.36 5.85 -1.822 .070
ImpAttRevisit" 523 6.52 -3.943 .001**
ImpSports 4.77 4.79 -.068 .946
MoodArousing" 5.04 6,13 -4.410 .000**
Mood_Pleasant 5.15 6.18 -4.856 .000**
MoodExciting" 4.92 6.04 -3.436 .002**
Mood_Relaxing" 3.88 4.78 -3.678 .001**
Overall 5.19 6.26 -6.725 .000**
Age" 2.69 3.28 -2.047 .049**
Education 4.08 4.04 .176 .860
Income 3.76 3.32 .941 .348
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Appendix 13 Test of Significance: Independent Samples t-test on Tourists by Likelihood of Re-visitation
unequal variances" statistically significant differences** Strongly disagree to slightly agree' Agree to strongly agree'
Attributes
Higb level' 
Mean
Low level' 
Mean t-valne
Sig.
(2-tailed)
LONArts 5.52 6.42 -5.766 .000**
LONMuseums 5.87 6.4 -3.085 .002**
LONRoyal 5.84 6.12 -1.332 .184
LONHistory" 5.73 6.52 -3.323 .002**
LON_Meetings 5.06 5.49 -1.736 .084
LONHubEurope 4.57 5.55 -3.526 .001**
LONMarkets" 4.77 5.68 -4.809 .000**
LONHisLandmarks" 5.35 6.42 -3.443 .002**
LONGetAround" 5.19 6.02 -2.494 .018**
LONPubs 5.00 5.99 -.4938 .000**
LON_Musicals* 5.61 .39 -3.713 .001**
LON_AttFirstTime" 5.52 6.43 -3.323 .002**
LONMulCultural" 5.65 6.53 -3.398 .002**
LON_HubUK" 5.82 6.17 -1.208 .236
LONHisPersons" 5.39 6.19 -3.566 .001**
LONEvents 5.33 5.80 -2.246 .026
LONHubSEng 5.44 5.90 -1.837 .068
LONTours 5.52 5.87 -1.716 .087
LON_Shops 5.90 6.36 -2.828 .005**
LONAttRevisit" 5.14 6.63 -4.793 .000**
LONSports 4.94 5.57 -2.665 .008**
ImpArts 5.23 5.88 -2.601 .010**
ImpMuseums 6.00 6.04 -.190 .849
ImpRoyal 4.94 4.61 .948 .344
Imp_History" 5.39 6.22 -2.940 .006**
Imp_Meetings" 5.06 4.78 1.216 .230
ImpHubEurope 4.30 4.99 -1.999 .047**
ImpMarkets 5.03 5.45 -1.641 .102
Imp_HisLandmarks' 5.26 6.17 -3.175 .003**
ImpGetAround' 5.60 6.19 -.1730 .093
Imp_Pubs 4.90 5.72 -3.602 .000**
Imp_Musicals 5.58 5.99 -1.843 .066
Imp_AttFirstTime" 5.74 6.25 -.1646 .109
Imp_MulCultural 5.39 5.70 -1.151 .251
Imp_HubUK 4.93 5.45 -1.692 .092
Imp_HisPersons 5.42 5.41 .047 .963
ImpEvents 5.03 5.54 -2.147 .033**
ImpHubSEng 4.85 5.12 -.846 .399
ImpTours 5.32 5.53 -.749 .455
Imp_Shops 5.48 5.84 -1.473 .142
Imp_AttRevisit" 5.43 6.50 -3.371 .002**
Imp_Sports 4.77 4.79 -.034 .973
Mood_Arousing 5.13 6.15 -5.080 .000**
MoodPleasant 5.48 6.16 -3.394 .001**
MoodExciting" 5.17 6.03 -3.093 .004**
MoodRelaxing 4.39 4.72 -1.218 .224
Overall 5.39 6.25 -5.739 .000**
Age" 2.29 3.35 -5.325 .000**
Education" 3.94 4.06 -.597 .554
Income" 2.83 3.44 -1.385 .174
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Appendix 14 Test of Significance: Independent Samples t-test on Tourists by Visitation
unequal variances" statistically significant differences**
First Timers Repeaters Sig.
Attributes Mean Mean t-value (2-tailed)
L O N A rts 6.22 6.40 -1.711 .088
L0N_Museums 6.25 6.42 -1.496 .136
LONRoyal" 6.13 6.03 .736 .462
LO N H istory 6.48 6.38 .801 .424
LONM eetings 5.55 5.33 1.318 .189
LONHubEurope 5.36 5.53 .587 .406
LON_Markets" 5.42 5.70 -1.919 .056
LONHisLandmarks 6.27 6.33 -.452 .652
LONGetAround 5.77 6.09 -2.030 .043**
LON_Pubs 5.36 5.95 -1.330 .185
LONM usicals" 6.14 6.42 -2.474 .014**
L O N A ttF  irstTime 6.33 6.32 .145 .885
LON MulCultural 6.37 6.48 -.983 .326
LON_HubUK 6.08 6.20 -.799 .425
LONHisPersons 6.08 6 . 1 2 -.341 .733
LON_Events 5.68 5.79 -.836 .404
LON HubSEng 5.83 5.89 -.363 .717
LON_Tours" 5.79 ^88 -.692 .490
LO N Shops 6.25 .6.37 - 1 . 1 2 2 .263
LONAttRevisit 6.34 6.59 -2.043 .042**
LO N Sports 5.54 5.45 .565 .573
Im pA rts 5.78 5.84 -.324 .746
Im pM useum s 5.95 6.13 -1.271 .205
Imp_Royal" 4.64 4.69 -.259 .796
Im pH istory 6.14 6.13 .081 .936
Imp_Meetings 4.90 4.74 .781 .436
ImpHubEurope" 4.96 4.85 .491 .624
Im pM arkets 5.39 5.42 -.171 .864
Imp_HisLandmarks" 6.18 5.96 1.699 .090
ImpGetAround" 6 . 1 2 6.13 -.060 .952
Imp_Pubs 5.61 5.62 .036 .971
Im pM usicals 5.81 6.06 -1.746 .082
Imp_AttFirstTime 6.26 6.14 .818 .414
lmp_MulCultural 5.62 5.70 -.471 .638
Im pH ubU K 5.29 5.50 - 1 . 1 1 2 .267
Imp_HisPersons 5.45 5.38 .395 .694
Im pEvents 5.46 5.49 - . 2 1 0 .834
Imp_HubSEng 5.01 5.18 -.9050 .366
Imp_Tours 5.60 5.44 .893 .373
Im pShops" 5.56 6.02 -2.928 .004**
Imp_AttRevisit" 6.15 6.60 -3.202 .0 0 2 **
Im pSports 4.80 4.78 .072 .942
M oodA rousing 5.88 6.16 -2.014 .045**
M oodPleasant 5.95 6 . 2 0 -1.845 .066
M oodExciting 5.78 6.07 -1.931 .055
Mood_Relaxing 4.83 4.54 1.653 . 1 0 0
Overall 6.08 6.23 -1.505 ,133
Age" 2.84 3.59 -4.001 .0 0 0 **
Education 3.92 4.16 -1.845 .066
Income 3.04 3.66 -2.266 .024**
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Appendix 15 Test of Significance: Analysis of Variance on Tourists by Travel Frequency
unequal variances statistically significant differences*
Attributes dfl df2
ANOVA
F sig. 0-5 trip(s)
Mean 
6-15 trips 15+ trips
LON_Arts 2 256 1.580 .208 . 0 1 6 . 2 2 6.35 6.49
LON Museums" 2 117 .116 .891 . 0 0 6.34 6.31 6.39
LON_Royal" 2 1 0 2 .762 .469 . 0 1 6.15 6 . 1 0 5.85
LO N H istory 2 250 .204 .816 . 0 0 6.47 6.41 6.37
LO N M eetings 2 230 .842 .432 . 0 1 5.52 5.43 5.21
LONHubEurope" 2 104 11.497 .0 0 0 ** . 0 2 5.81' 5.44' 4.49"
LO N M arkets 2 233 2.253 .107 . 0 2 5.74 5.44 5.41
LONHisLandmarks 2 253 4.257 .015** .03 6.48" 6.09" 6.37
LONGetAround 2 257 1.285 .278 . 0 1 6 . 0 1 5.96 5.63
LON Pubs 2 245 .549 .578 . 0 0 5.81 5.95 5.79
LON Musicals 2 244 .050 .952 . 0 0 6.27 6.29 6.33
LON_AttFirstTime" 2 133 L288 .279 . 0 1 6.30 6.29 6.49
LON MulCultural 2 257 .623 .537 . 0 0 6.36 6.45 6.54
LON_HubUK" 2 109 1.025 .362 . 0 1 6 . 2 2 6 . 0 0 6.25
LONHisPersons 2 256 1.606 .203 . 0 1 6 . 2 2 5.98 6.05
LON Events" 2 113 .779 .461 . 0 1 5.72 5.67 5.89
LON_HubSEng" 2 1 0 0 1.590 .209 . 0 2 5.98 5.68 5.97
LON_Tours" 2 89 4.059 .0 2 1 ** .03 6.03 5.73 5.51
L O N Shops 2 254 .095 .910 . 0 0 6.28 6.33 6.32
LON_AttRevisit 2 252 .373 .689 . 0 0 6.41 6.53 6.46
LO N Sports 2 237 :8oi .450 . 0 1 5.59 5.45 5.31
Im pA rts 2 257 3.122 .046** . 0 2 5.56 5.97 5.98
Im pM useum s 2 256 2.209 . 1 1 2 . 0 2 5.89 6.08 6.34
Im pR oyal 2 252 .838 .434 . 0 1 4.76 4.49 4.80
Imp_History 2 253 .032 .969 . 0 0 6 . 1 1 6.14 6 . 1 0
Im pM eetings 2 243 .660 .518 . 0 1 4.81 4.90 4.55
ImpHubEurope" 2 1 0 1 8.588 .0 0 0 ** .06 5.34' 4.77' 4.07'
Imp_Markets 2 248 2.147 .119 . 0 2 5.58 5.33 5.10
Imp_HisLandmarks" 2 105 1.371 .258 . 0 1 6.19 5.97 6 . 0 0
ImpGetAround 2 255 1.1268 .405 . 0 1 6.23 6.08 5.95
Im pPubs 2 257 1.106 .332 . 0 1 5.52 5.77 5.44
Imp_Musicals" 2 115 1.014 .366 . 0 1 6.03 5.81 6 . 0 2
Imp AttF irstTime 2 255 2.614 .075 . 0 2 6.40 6.03 6 . 1 2
Imp MulCultural 2 257 1.136 .564 . 0 0 5.54 5.73 5.73
lmp_HubUK" 2 99 6.051 .003** .04 5.76'' 5.12'' 5.13
Imp_HisPersons" 2 103 5.458 .006** .04 5.72' 5.21' 5.10'
Imp_Events 2 253 1.358 .259 . 0 1 5.43 5.40 5.76
Im pH ubSEng 2 242 3.930 .0 2 1 ** .03 5 .4 f 4.86' 4.88
Imp_Tours" 2 1 0 0 4.793 .0 1 0 ** .03 5.81® 5.37 5.10®
Im pShops 2 253 .395 .674 . 0 0 5.88 5.73 5.73
Im pA ttR evisit 2 251 .684 .505 . 0 1 6.33 6.47 6.27
Im pSports 2 248 2.018 .135 . 0 2 5.03 4.60 4.58
Mood_Arousing 2 247 .148 .863 . 0 0 6.05 5.98 6.08
Mood_Pleasant 2 253 3.757 .025** .03 5.93" 6.29" 5.90
MoodExciting" 2 103 1.691 .189 . 0 1 5.79 6.08 5.85
M oodRelaxing 2 248 2.405 .092 . 0 2 4.69 4.82 4.25
Overall 2 255 1.888 .154 . 0 1 6.08 6.27 6.03
ActRecom m end 2 257 .109 .896 . 0 0 6.47 6.51 6.54
Act Revisit 2 255 1.040 .355 . 0 1 6.30 6.46 6.51
Remarks: Significant differences 
a LON_HubEurope 
0-5 trip(s) & 15+ trips .000** 
15+ trips & 6-15 trips .0 0 1 **
d Imp_HubUK
0-5 trip(s) & 6-15 trips .007** 
g Imp_Tours
0-5 trip(s) & 15+ trips .022**
b LONHisLandmarks 
0-5 trip(s) & 6-15 trips .012**
e Im pH isPersons
0-5 trip(s) & 6-15 trips .015**
0-5 trip(s) & 15+ trips .032**
h M oodPleasant
0-5 trip(s) & 6-15 trips .038**
c Imp_HubEurope
0-5 trip(s) & 6-15 trips .044*
0-5 trip(s) & 15+ trips .000*
fIm pH ubS E ng
0-5 trip(s) & 6-15 trips .025* *
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Appendix 16 Test of Significance: Independent Samples t-test on Tourists by Gender
unequal variances" statistically significant differences**
Male Female' Sig.
Attributes Mean Mean t-value (2-tailed)
L O N A rts 6.28 6.35 -.701 .484
LO N M useum s 6.34 6.34 .003 .997
LO N R oyal 6.08 6.08 -.059 .953
LO N H istory 6.49 6.37 1.017 .310
LO N M eetings 5.42 5.46 -.216 .829
LONHubEurope 5.36 5.52 -.857 .392
LO N M arkets 5.47 5.66 -1.332 .184
LON_HisLandmarks" 6.41 6.20 1.729 .085
LONGetAround 5.94 5.93 .069 .945
LO N Pubs 5.88 5.85 .216 .829
LO N M usicals 6.30 6.28 .183 .855
L O N A ttF  irstTime 6.30 6.35 -.383 .702
LON MulCultural 6.42 6.44 -.183 .855
LON_HubUK 6.18 6.09 .567 .571
LONHisPersons 6.13 6.06 .591 .552
LO N Events 5.61 5.86 -1.857 .065
LO N H ubSEng 5.90 5.81 .554 .580
LO N Tours 5.78 5.88 -.662 .509
LO N Shops 6.25 6.36 - 1 . 0 1 0 .314
LO N A ttRevisit 6.40 6.53 -1.090 .277
LO N Sports 5.58 5.41 1.081 .281
Im p A rt 5.76 5.87 -.677 .499
Im pM useum s 6 . 0 1 6.07 -.446 .656
Im pR oyal 4.69 4.64 . 2 0 0 .842
Im pH istory 6.19 6.08 .868 .386
Im pM eetings 4.86 4.78 .403 .688
ImpHubEurope" 4.93 4:88 .259 .796
Imp_Markets 5.31 5.49 -1.067 .287
ImpHisLandmarks 6.06 6.07 -.082 .935
Im pGetAround 6.06 6.18 -.790 .430
Im pPubs 5.69 5.54 .987 .325
Imp_Musicals 5.87 6 . 0 1 -.994 .321
ImpAttFirstTime 6.08 6.31 -1.494 .137
Im pM ulCultural 5.56 5.76 -1.135 .258
lmp_HubUK 5.41 5.38 . 1 2 2 .903
Im pHisPersons 5.40 5.42 -.078 .938
Imp_Events 5.43 5.52 -.568 .571
Im pH ubSEng 4.98 5.21 -1.197 .232
Imp_Tours 5.37 5.65 -1.592 .113
Im pShops 5.71 5.88 -1.039 .300
Im pA ttR evisit 6.31 6.46 -1.117 .265
Imp_Sports 4.92 4.66 1.204 .230
Mood_Arousing 5.98 6.05 -.501 .617
M oodPleasant 6.07 6.08 -.071 .943
M oodExciting 5.93 5.92 .009 .993
M oodR elaxing 4.74 4.64 .598 .550
Overall 6 . 1 2 6.19 -.723 .470
ActRecom m end 6.49 6.47 .183 .855
Act Revisit 6.40 6.36 .299 .765
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Appendix 17 Test of Significance: Analysis of Variance on Tourists by Age
unequal variances' statistically significant differences**
Attributes dn dI2
ANOVA
F sig.
30 years old or 
below
Mean 
31-50 years old
51 years old or 
above
L O N A rts 2 258 3.966 .0 2 0 ** .03 6.28 6.16" 6.55"
LON_Museums" 2 158 4.814 .009** .05 6.17" 6.30" 6.67"
LON Royal 2 247 .176 .839 . 0 0 6 . 1 0 6 . 0 1 6 . 1 1
LON_History" 2 158 4.845 .009** .03 6.30" 6.40 6.67°
LON_Meetings 2 232 4.393 .013** .04 5.64"' 5.49 5.03''
LONHubEurope 2 252 .371 .690 . 0 0 5.37 5.43 5.57
LON_Markets 2 235 .970 .381 . 0 1 5.46 5.59 5.70
LONHisLandmarks" 2 169 1 0 . 1 2 2 .0 0 0 ** .07 6.02' 6.43' 6.64'
LON GetAround" 2 164 10.779 .0 0 0 ** .05 5.70' 5.89 6.39'
LON_Pubs" 2 154 .612 .0 0 0 ** . 0 1 5.78 5.95 5.92
LO N M usicals 2 246 3.499 .032** .03 6 . 2 2 6.17® 6.54®
LONAttFirstTime 2 258 1.489 .227 . 0 1 6.24 6.30 6.50
LON MulCultural" 2 166 1.290 .278 . 0 1 6.34 6.47 6.54
LON_HubUK 2 247 .130 .879 . 0 0 6 . 1 1 6 . 1 1 6 . 2 0
LONHisPersons 2 258 4.372 .014** .03 5.97" 6.01" 6.41"
LON Events 2 230 .123 .884 . 0 0 5.72 5.79 5.70
LON HubSEng" 2 136 1.681 .190 . 0 1 5.71 6.03 5.93
LON_Tours" 2 150 2.786 .065 . 0 2 5.64 6 . 0 1 5.94
LO N Shops 2 256 .593 .553 . 0 0 6.25 6.39 6.31
LONAttRevisit" 2 161 4.685 .0 1 1 ** .02 6.37 6.41 6.71
LO N Sports 2 239 .691 .502 . 0 1 5.58 5.50 5.34
Im pA rt" 2 158 1.449 .238 . 0 1 5.67 5.84 6.03
Imp_Museums" 2 162 3.735 .026** .03 5.84' 6.09 6.34'
Im pR oyal 2 254 .716 .490 0 1 4.52 4.78 4.80
Im pH istory 2 255 3.042 .049** . 0 2 6.06 6 . 0 0 6.41
Im pM eetings 2 245 1.340 .264 . 0 1 5.00 4.70 4.63
Im pHubEurope 2 251 .864 .423 . 0 1 4.91 4.71 5.11
Imp_Markets 2 250 .636 .530 . 0 1 5.49 5.26 5.41
ImpHisLandmarks 2 256 1.453 236 . 0 1 5.95 6.18 6.15
Imp_GetAround" 2 166 3.877 .023** . 0 2 6 . 0 0 6.07 6.41
Im pPubs 2 256 .831 .437 . 0 1 5.51 5.72 5.68
Imp_Musicals" 2 259 6.072 .003** .04 5.68' 6.08' 6.24'
Imp_AttFirstTime 2 257 .561 .571 . 0 0 6.16 6.32 6 . 1 2
Imp_MulCultural 2 259 1.257 .286 . 0 1 5.52 5.71 5.85
Imp_HubUK 2 248 3.256 .040** .03 526 5.24 5.81
ImpHisPersons" 2 159 1.756 .176 . 0 1 5.28 5.41 5.64
Imp_Events 2 255 .337 .714 . 0 0 5.54 5.46 5.38
Imp_HubSEng 2 244 1.593 .205 . 0 1 5.03 4.94 5.38
Imp_Tours" 2 163 1.727 .181 . 0 1 5.33 5.66 5.68
Imp_Shops" 2 158 5.451 .005** .04 5.53" 5.97" 6.09"
ImpAttRevisit" 2 158 6.313 .0 0 2 ** .03 6.32 6 .2 1 ' 6.70'
Imp_Sports 2 250 .387 .680 . 0 0 4.83 4.65 4.89
Mood_Arousing 2 249 1.421 .243 . 0 1 5.93 5.99 6 . 2 1
M oodPleasant 2 255 2.349 .098 . 0 2 5.97 6.04 6.31
MoodExciting" 2 148 3.625 .029** .03 5.95 5.64” 6 .2 0 ”
M oodR elaxing 2 250 5.158 .006** .04 4.53“ 4.51“ 5.17“
Overall 2 257 3.741 .025** .03 6 . 1 0 6.04° 6.39“
Act_Recommend" 2 167 2.904 .058 . 0 1 6.40 6.42 6.67
Act Revisit" 2 156 12.938 .0 0 0 ** .05 6.20" 6.33P 6.76P
Remarks: Significant differences
a LON_Arts 
31-50 & 50+ .017**
e LON_HisLandmark 
30 or below & 31-50 .011** 
30 or below & 50+ .000**
i Imp_Museums
30 or below & 50+ .017**
m Mood_Exciting 
31-50 & 50+ .020**
b LONM useum s 
30 or below & 50+ .001** 
31-50 & 50+ .037**
f  LONGetAround 
30 or below & 50+ .001**
j Imp_Musicals
30 or below & 31-50 .044**
30 or below & 50+ .004* *
n M oodRealxing 
30 or below & 50+ .010** 
31-50 & 50+ .017**
cL O N H istory  
30 or blow & 50+ .024**
g LON_Musicals 
31-50 & 50+ .043**
k Im pShops
30 or below & 31-50 .045** 
30 or below & 50+ .010**
0  Overall
31-50 & 50+ .031**
d LON_Meetings 
30 or below & 50+ .010**
h LO N H isPersons
30 or below & 31-50 .050**
30 or below & 50+ .014**
1 Im pA ttR evisit 
31-50 & 50+ .024**
p Act_Revisit
30 or below & 50+ .001 * *
31-50 & 50+ .033**
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Appendix 18 Test of Significance: Analysis of Variance on Tourists by Education
unequal variances" statistically significant differences*
Attributes d n dC
ANOVA 
F sig. TI^
Secondary 
or below
Mean
Non-degree Degree PG level
LON_Arts" 3 85 1.876 .140 .03 5.97" 6.24 6.30 6.44'
LONM useums" 3 114 2 . 0 1 0 .117 .04 6.31 6 . 2 0 6 . 1 1 " 6.53"
L O N R oyal 3 246 .035 .991 . 0 0 6.14 6.07 6.08 6.07
LO N H istory 3 251 .705 .550 . 0 1 6.34 6.49 6.31 6.49
LO N M eetings 3 231 .305 .822 . 0 0 5.48 5.55 5.32 5.45
LON_HubEurope 3 251 1.067 .364 . 0 1 5.76 5.65 5.37 5.32
LO N M arkets 3 234 .816 .486 . 0 1 5.57 5.71 5.39 5.61
LONHisLandmarks 3 254 .368 .776 . 0 0 628 6.33 6.19 6.35
LON GetAround 3 258 .889 .447 . 0 1 5.62 5.83 6.04 5.98
LON_Pubs" 3 82 .894 :448 . 0 1 5.71 5.84 5.76 5.98
LON_Musicals 3 245 1.067 .364 . 0 1 6 . 2 1 6.27 6.16 6.40
L O N A ttF  irstTime 3 257 .260 .854 . 0 0 6.31 6 . 2 2 6.32 6.37
LON MulCultural 3 258 1.380 .249 . 0 2 6.52 6 . 2 2 6.39 6.51
LON_HubUK 3 246 .882 .451 . 0 1 6.28 6.09 5.95 6.22
LONHisPersons 3 257 .500 .682 . 0 1 6 . 1 0 6 . 2 2 5.99 6 . 1 1
LON_Events 3 229 1.209 .307 . 0 2 5.43 5.68 5.73 5.84
LON HubSEng 3 223 .271 .846 . 0 0 5.71 5.91 5.79 5.91
LON_Tours" 3 85 3.189 .028** .04 5.86 5.77 5.52" 6.04
LON_Shops 3 238 1.272 .285 . 0 1 6.24 6.13 6.32 6.39
LONAttRevisit" 3 86 .886 .452 . 0 1 6.45 6.24 6.48 6.57
LO N Sports 3 238 1.272 .285 . 0 2 5.45 5.71 5.27 5.56
Imp_Art" 3 87 3.564 .017** .06 5.00" 5.65 5.83" 6.07"
Imp_Museums" 3 85 3.845 .012** .05 5.48 6 . 0 0 5.86 6.31
Im pR oyal 3 253 2.192 .089 .03 5.17 4.93 4.29 4.65
Imp_History 3 254 .326 .806 . 0 0 6.07 6.13 6.04 6 . 2 0
Imp_Meetings 3 244 .735 .532 . 0 1 4.90 4.86 4.56 4.93
Im pHubEurope 3 250 1.680 .172 . 0 2 5.55 5.00 4.74 4.81
Imp_Markets 3 249 .709 .547 . 0 1 5.59 5.17 5.39 5.46
ImpHisLandmarks 3 255 1.377 .250 . 0 2 6 . 1 0 6.04 5.87 6.19
Imp_GetAround" 3 86 1.135 .339 . 0 1 5.86 5.96 6.14 6.24
Im pPubs 3 255 .238 .870 . 0 0 5.62 5.74 5.54 5.60
Im pM usicals 3 258 .411 .745 . 0 0 5.90' 5.87 5.86 6.03'
Im pA ttF  irstTime 3 256 2.511 .059 .03 6.45 5.91 6 . 0 0 6.36
ImpMulCultural" 3 89 2.550 .061 .04 4.97' 5.78 5.49 5.88'
Imp_HubUK 3 247 3.288 .0 2 1 ** .04 5.41 5.52 4.89® 5.62®
Im pHisPersons 3 256 1.127 .339 . 0 1 5.41 5.67 5.20 5.43
Imp_Events" 3 86 .850 .471 . 0 1 5.10 5.54 5.42 5.58
Im pH ubSEng 3 243 2.339 .074 .03 5.10 5.43 4.70 5.17
ImpTours" 3 90 2:358 .077 .03 5.79 5.39 5.16 5.69
Imp_Shops" 3 86 1.578 . 2 0 0 . 0 2 5.72 5.48 5.78 5.96
ImpAttRevisit" 3 84 1.638 .187 . 0 2 6.34 6.28 6.22 6.54
Imp_Sports" 3 91 1.954 .126 . 0 2 4.90 5.26 4.58 4.69
M oodArousing" 3 86 1.545 .209 . 0 2 6.04 6.15 5.73 6 . 1 2
M oodPleasant 3 254 .244 .865 . 0 0 6.07 6 . 0 0 6.17 6.06
M oodExciting 3 249 .533 .660 . 0 1 5:78 6 . 1 1 5.94 5.88
M oodR elaxing 3 249 1.281 .281 . 0 2 4.89 4.82 4.40 4.75
Overall 3 256 1.075 .360 . 0 1 6,38 6.17 6.19 6.08
ActRecommend" 3 1 0 2 2.686 .051 . 0 2 6.76 6.33 6.41 6.51
Act Revisit 3 255 .161 .923 . 0 0 6.45 6.31 6.35 6.41
Remarks; Significant differences 
a LON Arts
Secondary or below & PG level .043** 
d Im p A rt
Secondary or below & Degree .021** 
Secondary or below & PG level .000**
g Im pH ubU R  
Degree & PG level .013**
b LO N M useum s c LO N Tours
Degree & PG level .013** Degree & PG level .013**
e Im pM usicals f  ImpM ulCultural
Secondary or below & PG level .005** Secondary or below & PG level .008
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Appendix 19 Test of Significance: Analysis of Variance on Tourists by Income
A ttributes a n df2
ANOVA
F sig. n '
£2 , 0 0 0  
or below
Mean
£2,001- £4,001- 
£4,000 £6,000 £6 ,0 0 0 +
L O N A rts 3 252 .609 .610 . 0 1 6.31 6.26 6.28 6.50
LONM useums" 3 95 6.671 .0 0 0 ** .04 6.25" 6.29 6.25 6.81°
LO N R oyal 3 241 2.345 .074 .03 5.93 6 . 0 0 6.39 6.36
LONHistory" 3 105 4.646 .004** .03 6.28" 6.50 6.44 6.75"
LO N M eetings 3 226 .680 .565 . 0 1 5.51 5.36 5.21 5.59
LONHubEurope 3 246 1.781 .151 . 0 2 5.20 5.65 5.66 5.53
LO N M arkets 3 230 1.711 .166 . 0 2 5.46 5.52 5.52 5.97
LONHisLandmarks" 3 113 11.371 .0 0 0 ** .08 6 .0 0 ° 6.42" 6.56° 6.78°
LONGetAround" 3 244 4.326 .006** .05 5.62" 6.17" 6.17 6.25
LO N Pubs 3 241 4.201 .006** . 0 1 5.75 6 . 0 1 5.83 6 . 0 0
LONM usicals" 3 98.8 7.037 .0 0 0 ** .06 6 . 1 1 ° 6.26 6.51 6.72°
L O N A ttF  irstTime 3 252 1.254 .291 . 0 1 6 . 2 1 6.36 6.39 6.56
LON MulCultural 3 253 .279 .841 . 0 0 6.39 6.47 6.36 6.50
LON_HubUK 3 241 .994 .396 . 0 1 6.03 6 . 2 0 6.03 6.41
LONHisPersons 3 252 1.419 .238 . 0 2 5.98 6.06 6.29 6.31
LON Events 3 225 2.137 .096 .03 5.76 5.88 5.31 5.79
LON_HubSEng 3 219 1.672 .174 . 0 2 5.70 6.05 5.72 6 . 1 0
LO N Tours 3 230 2.247 .084 .03 5.63 6.03 5.83 6.03
LONShops" 3 97 4.935 .003** .04 6.18' 6.43 6.17 6.63'
LON_AttRevisit" 3 95 2.090 .107 . 0 2 6.32 6.64 6.43 6.59
LO N Sports 3 233 2 2 1 2 .087 .03 5.60 5.61 5.03 5.29
Imp_Art" 3 84 .339 .797 . 0 1 5.80 5.84 5.61 6 . 0 0
Im pM useum s" 3 83 . 2 2 0 .882 . 0 0 6.09 6.04 5.86 6.06
Im pR oyal 3 248 3.035 .030** .04 4.46® 4.57 5.44® 4.66
Im pH istory 3 249 3.965 .009** .05 5.91" 6.26 6.56" 6.16
ImpM eetings" 3 80 .832 .480 . 0 1 4.95 4.71 4.46 4.96
Imp_HubEurope 3 245 1.692 .169 . 0 2 4.64 5.11 5.11 52 2
Im pM arkets 3 244 1.128 .338 . 0 1 5.46 5.18 5.59 5.57
Imp_HisLandmarks 3 250 2.254 .083 .03 5.91 6.16 6.09 6.41
Imp_GetAround 3 251 2.377 .070 .03 5.92 6.23 6 . 2 0 6.47
Imp_Pubs 3 250 1.103 .348 . 0 1 5.48 5.81 5:68 5.63
Imp_Musicals" 3 103 8.154 .0 0 0 ** .06 5.70' 5.90 6.31' 6.47'
Imp_AttFirstTime 3 251 .157 .925 . 0 0 6.19 6.17 6 . 1 1 6.31
Imp_MulCultural" 3 90 .465 .707 . 0 0 5.65 5.79 5.50 5.56
Im pH ubU K 3 242 3.727 .0 1 2 ** .04 5.09' 5.55 5.94' 5:66
Imp_HisPersons" 3 98 5.141 .0 0 2 ** .05 5.19" 5.34 5.81 5.97"
Imp_Events 3 249 5.723 .0 0 1 ** .06 5.51' 5.70' 4.72' 5.69'
Im pH ubSEng 3 238 2.708 .046** .03 4.83 5.20 5.56 5.37
Imp_Tours" 3 1 0 0 2.216 .091 . 0 2 5.36 5.49 5.69 5.97
Im pShops" 3 96 3.566 .017** .03 5.59 5.85 5.92 6.26
Imp_AttRevisit" 3 96 3.082 .031** .04 6.16 6.54 6.50 6.71
Im pSports 3 244 .581 .628 . 0 1 4.76 4.99 4.58 4.62
M oodA rousing 3 243 .435 .728 . 0 1 6.05 6 . 0 0 6.14 5.84
M oodPleasant 3 249 4.188 .006** .05 5.90” 6.29 6.42” 5.78
M oodExciting 3 245 .465 .707 . 0 1 5.99 5.79 6 . 0 0 5.84
M oodRelaxing 3 245 2.559 .056 .03 4.48 4.82 5.17 4.50
Overall 3 251 2.961 .33** .03 5.99“ 6.31“ 6.31 6.26
ActRecom m end 3 253 .896 .444 . 0 1 6.45 6.60 6.36 6.63
Act Revisit 3 250 1.760 .155 . 0 2 6.25 6.56 6.50 6.50
Remarks: Significant differences
a LON Museums
£2,000 or below & £6,000+ .011**
d LONGetAround
£2,000 or below & £2,001-£4,000 .024** 
g Imp Royal
£2,000 or below & £4,001-£6,000 .017**
j Imp HubUK
£2,000 or below & £4,001-£6,000 .019**
m Mood_Pleasant
£2,000 or below & £4,001-£6.000 .049**
b LON History
£2,000 or below & £6,000+ .050**
e LON Musicals
£2,000 or below & £6,000+ .004** 
h Imp History
£2,000 or below & £4,00I-£6,000 .009**
k Imp HisPersons
£2,000 or below & £6,000+ .016**
n Overall
£2,000 or below & £2,00I-£4,000 .050**
c LON HisLandmarks 
£2,000 or below & £2,00I-£4,000 .025** 
£2,000 or below & £4,001-£6,000 .016** 
£2,000 or below & £6,000+ .000**
fL O N Shops
£2,000 or below & £6,000+ .047** 
i Imp Musicals
£2,000 or below & £4,00I-£6,000 .025** 
£2,000 or below & £6;000+ .004**
1 ImpEvents
£4,001-£6,000 & £2,000 or below .004** 
£4,00I-£6,000 & £2,00I-£4,000 .001** 
£4,00I-£6,000 & £6,000+ .006**
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Appendix 20 Neighbourhood Statistics of Central London Area
Tourists (N = 250)
Gender % Ethnicity Valid %
Male 48.6 White British 51.0
Female 51.4 White (other) 18.2
Black African 4.8
Highest attended education % Bangladeshi 4.6
Level 1 9.3 White Irish 4.1
Level 2 15.4 Mixed race 3.9
Level 3 15.5 Other 3.3
Level 4/5 59.7 Indian 2.7
Black Caribbean 2.4
Age group % Chinese 2 . 0
2 0  years old or below 4.9 Other Asian (non-Chinese) 1.5
2 1 -3 0  years old 28.4 Pakistani 0 . 8
3 1 -4 0  years old 23.1 Black (other) 0 . 6
41 - 5 0  years old 14.0
5 1 -6 0  years old 1 2 . 1 Gross Disposable Household Income Per Heard (2010) Mean
61 years old or above 17.5 Inner London £23,846
Inner London West £33,323
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Appendix 21 Summary of Resident Respondents’ Initial Cognitive Perception
(N = 843)
Initial Perception N Pop. % Initial Perception N Pop. % Initial Perception N Pop. %
History and heritage 61 24.4 Lively 4 1 . 6 Exotic 1 0.4
Diversity 56 22.4 Music 4 1 . 6 Filthy Pavements 1 0.4
Expensive place 32 1 2 . 8 Design 3 1 . 2 Fortnum & Masons 1 0.4
Buckingham Palace 31 12.4 Embankment 3 1 . 2 Full o f roadwork 1 0.4
Culture 25 1 0 . 0 Hard to get around 3 1 . 2 Great sports venues 1 0.4
Royally 25 1 0 . 0 Hyde Park 3 1 . 2 Green taxi rest huts 1 0.4
Theatres 25 1 0 . 0 Leicester Square 3 1 . 2 Grey 1 0.4
London Eye 23 9.2 Oxford Street 3 1 . 2 Happy 1 0.4
Arts and art galleries 2 2 8 . 8 Portabello Market 3 1 . 2 Harrods 1 0.4
Big Ben 2 1 8.4 Camden Town 2 0 : 8 Hectie 1 0.4
So much to do 2 1 8.4 Colourful 2 0 . 8
Mix of history & modem contemporary , 0.4
Architecture 2 0 8 . 0 Dirty 2 0 . 8 Hub of transport from Europe 1 0.4
Museums 19 7.6 Fascinating 2 0 . 8 Ideal place 1 0.4
Busy 18 7.2 Homes 2 0 . 8 Views from the River Thames 1 0.4
Historical landmarks 18 7.2 Knightsbridge 2 0 . 8 Kensington Gardens 1 0.4
Houses o f Parliament 18 7.2 Londoner 2 0 . 8 Kensington Palace 1 0.4
Cosmopolitan 17 6 . 8 Nightlife 2 0 . 8 Lack of natural aspects of nature 1 0.4
Attractions 17 6 . 8 Overwhelming 2 0 . 8 Markets 1 0.4
Tower o f London 15 6 . 0 Piccadilly Circus 2 0 . 8 Medieval 1 0.4
Parks and green open spaces 13 5.2 Reasonable prices 2 0 . 8 Modem 1 0.4
Multi-cultural 13 5.2 Pubs 2 0 . 8 Noisy 1 0.4
Crowded 13 5.2 Royal Albert Hall 2 0 : 8 Unfriendly 1 0.4
Food & restaurants 13 5.2 Safe 2 0 . 8 Old 1 0.4
River Thames 13 5.2 SoHo 2 0 . 8 Order 1 0.4
Shopping 13 5.2 Style 2 0 . 8 Parliament Hill 1 0.4
Vibrant 13 5.2 Tate Modem 2 0 . 8 Parliament Square 1 0.4
Convenient public transport 1 2 4.8 Victoria & Albert Museum 2 0 . 8 Poor customer service 1 0.4
Trafalgar Square 1 0 4.0 Walking friendly 2 0 . 8 Poor transport 1 0.4
Entertaining 9 3.6 Accessible accommodation 1 0.4 Princess Diana's moral legacy 1 0.4
Exciting 9 3.6 Attractive 1 0.4 Quality 1 0.4
Free attractions 9 3.6 Avoid Piccadilly Circus & Leicester Sq. 1 0.4 Quirky town 1 0.4
Big international city 9 3.6 Bear's hats 1 0.4 Red phone boxes 1 0.4
Bad and unpredictable weather 9 3.6 Boost recovery 1 0.4 Russell Square 1 0.4
St. Paul's Cathedral 6 2.4 BT Tower 1 0.4 Southbank 1 0.4
Tower Bridge 6 2.4 Clean 1 0.4 Sports 1 0.4
Tradition 6 2.4 Commercial 1 0.4 The different sides o f London 1 0.4
Beautiful 5 2 . 0 Concerts 1 0.4 Thrilling 1 0.4
Friendly 5 2 . 0 Cool 1 0.4 Too rough 1 0.4
Fun 5 2 . 0 Creative 1 0.4 Tourism hub 1 0.4
Interesting 5 2 . 0 Customs 1 0.4 Good indication 1 0.4
Madam Taussauds 5 2 . 0 Dungeons 1 0.4 Tube 1 0.4
Double-decker red buses 5 2 . 0 Easy communication 1 0.4 Unexpected discoveries 1 0.4
Westminster Abbey 5 2 . 0 Easy life 1 0.4 Union Jack 1 0.4
Black cabs 4 1 . 6 Easy to get around 1 0.4 Unique 1 0.4
British Museum 4 1 . 6 English speaking 1 0.4 Welcoming 1 0.4
Dynamic 4 1 . 6 Events 1 0.4 Wembley Stadium 1 0.4
Fashion 4 1 . 6 Everything works 1 0.4
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Appendix 22 P-I Correlation Matrix of Resident Cognitive Attributes
• • Correlation is significant at the 0,01 
level (2 -tailed)
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level 
(2 -tailed) i l A i t i l â s i l -^1 l’i 1 e | 0. i l
Pearson Correlation 
J  Sig. (2-taiIed)
^1 Sum of Squares and Cross-products 
2  Covariance 
N
.438**
.000
117.104
.470
250
.414**
.000
98.828
.397
250
-.002
.972
-.871
-.004
248
.209**
.001
53.388
.214
250
.124
.052
41.403
.168
248
.155*
.014
53.783
.217
249 250
.247**
.000
59.396
.239
250
.103
.104
33.052
.133
250
.000
86.190
.350
.000
74.546
.301
.108
.090
25.847
.105
248
.082
.198
28.848
.116
250
.862
3.345
.013
249
.098
.123
30.128
.121
250
.084
.188
27.931
.113
248
.105
.097
39.468
.160
248
-.004
.953
-1.211
-.005
247
.168**
.008
45.200
.182
250
.113
.074
27.020
.109
250
-.012
.846
-4.263
-.017
247
Pearson Correlation
1  Sig. (2-tailed)
^1 Sum of Squares and Cross-products
2  1 Covariance
N
.496**
.000
101.128
.406
250
.054
.395
17.948
.073
248
.269**
.000
58.688
.236
.182**
.004
52.645
.213
.193**
.002
57.133
.230
.076
.232
23.464
.094
250
.271**
.000
55.496
.223
.057
.366
15.752
.063
250
.253**
.000
70.802
.288
.240**
.000
48.799
.197
249
.188**
.003
38.460
.156
248
-.014
.820
-4.352
-.017
250
-.008
.904
-1.924
-.008
.106
.094
27.928
.112
250
.141*
.026
40.105
.162
248
.095
.137
30.226
.122
.053
.403
14.522
.059
247
.193**
.002
44.200
.178
250
.194**
.002
39.520
.159
250
-.003
.961
-.899
-.004
247
Pearson Correlation
^  Sig. (2-tailed)
^1 Sum of Squares and Cross-products 
2  Covariance
.591**
.000
294.535
1.207
245
.434**
.000
144.435
.242**
.000
106.816
.438
245
.180**
.005
83.199
.340
246
.297**
.000
92.602
.153*
.016
61.837
.252
246
.140*
.029
59.543
.241**
.000
68.898
.282
245
.225**
.000
65.238
.268
244
-.056
.378
-25.854
.114
.074
45.833
.321**
.000
128.488
.247**
.000
106.246
.264**
.000
126.082
.209**
.001
82.580
.341
243
.326**
.000
108.585
.443
246
.217**
.001
67.439
.275
.171**
.007
72.272
.299
243
Pearson Correlation 
J Sig. (2 -taiIec^
5  Sum of Squares and Cross-products 
2  J; Covariance 
N
.450**
.000
98.020
.394
250
.181**
.004
51.855
.210
248
.237**
.000
70.193
.283
.193**
.002
59.560
.239
250
.310**
.000
63.340
.254
250
.105
.099
28.580
.115
250
.219**
.001
60.996
.234**
.000
47.329
.191
249
.186**
.003
37.980
.154
248
.070
.274
20.920
.084
250
.205**
.001
51.293
.207
249
.000
75.120
.302
250
.211**
.001
59.802
.242
248
.295**
.000
94.113
.381
248
.117
.067
31.648
.129
247
.223**
.000
51.000
.205
250
.213**
.001
43.300
.174
250
.009
.891
2.543
.010
247
Pearson Correlation
1  Sig. (2-tailed)
^1 Sum of Squares arid Cross-products
2  J Covariance
.378**
.000
142.012
.577
247
.312**
.000
120.734
.489
248
.273**
.000
110.402
.445
249
.340**
.000
90.932
.367
249
.184**
.004
65.880
.266
249
.272**
.000
99.073
.404
246
.271**
.000
72.073
.292
248
.218**
.001
58.065
.236
247
.150*
.018
59.153
.239
.305**
.000
105.274
.426
248
.273**
.000
93.892
.379
249
.341**
.000
126.737
.515
247
.270**
.000
112.709
.458
247
.218**
.001
77.134
.315
246
.309**
.000
92.494
.373
.190**
.003
50.723
.205
249
.194**
.002
74.398
.304
246
Pearson Correlation
1  Sig. (2-taiIed)
^1 a Sum of Squares and Cross-products
2  â  Covariance
.565**
.000
251.699
1.015
.283**
.000
131.352
.528
250
.219**
.000
67.428
.271
250
.207**
.001
85.036
.342
250
.196**
.002
82.202
.334
247
.228**
.000
69.558
.280
249
.2 01**
.001
61.690
.250
248
.151*
.017
68.664
.276
250
.344**
.000
138.341
.558
249
.159**
.007
66.704
.268
250
.219**
.001
93.258
.378
248
.330**
.000
158.129
.640
248
.193**
.002
78.611
.320
247
.231**
.000
79.600
.320
250
.261**
.000
79.860
.321
250
.214**
.001
93.668
.381
247
Pearson Correlation
1  Sig. (2-tailed)
^1 Sum of Squares and Cross-products
2  a  Covariance
.641**
.000
289.398
1.167
249
.295**
.000
87.301
.352
.264**
.000
105.386
.425
249
.351**
.000
144.271
.586
247
.2 21**
.000
65.556
.265
248
.196**
.002
58.559
.238
247
.189**
.003
83.229
.336
.364**
.000
142.540
.577
248
.305**
.000
117.096
.472
.364**
.000
150.664
.612
247
.427**
.000
198.737
.808
247
.305**
.000
119.780
.489
246
.269**
.000
90.120
.363
249
.159*
.012
47.337
.191
249
.318**
.000
132.992
.543
246
Pearson Correlation 
 ^ -  Sig. (2-tailed)
^ 11 Sum of Squares and Cross-products 
2  1  Covariance
.506**
.000
106.920
.429
.138*
.029
39.040
.157
250
.000
72.854
.296
247
.371**
.000
77.735
.313
.194**
.002
40.935
.166
.802
4.960
.020
.105
.098
29.892
.121
.283**
.000
76.560
.307
250
.280**
.000
81.968
.332
248
.198**
.002
65.161
.264
248
.115
.071
32.101
.130
247
.279**
.000
66 .000
.265
250
.145*
.022
30.400
.122
250
.142*
.025
41.231
.168
247
Pearson Correlation 
^  Sig. (2-tailed)
°i -g Sum of Squares and Cross-products 
2  1 Covariance
.315**
.000
149.752
.601
250
.265**
.000
128.899
.524
247
.154*
.015
54.080
.218
249
.132*
.038
45.895
.186
.357
30.648
.123
.234**
.000
109.767
.443
.017
68.928
.277
.024
69.306
.281
.308**
.000
167.387
.678
.262**
.000
123.304
.501
247
.214**
.001
85.200
.342
250
.132*
.037
46.520
.187
250
.227**
.000
115.134
.468
Pearson Correlation 
£ Sig. (2-tailed)
Sum of Squares and Cross-products 
2  Covariance
.000
233.748
.954
246
.267**
.000
75.714
.310
245
.196**
.002
56.000
.230
244
.007
72.407
.296
246
.227**
.000
84.286
.345
245
.000
114.610
.468
246
.000
120.000
.494
.000
148.000
.609
.292**
.000
110.333
.456
243
.232**
.000
74.618
.305
246
.176**
.006
50.163
.205
246
.022
59.672
.246
244
Pearson Correlation 
J  Sig. (2-tailed)
^1 Sum of Squares and Cross-products 
2  "s Covariance
.586**
.000
127.153
.515
248
.241**
.000
52.518
.213
247
.105
.100
33.675
.136
249
.164**
.009
48.431
.196
248
.230**
.000
64.582
.260
249
.001
62.911
.256
.002
67.474
.274
.161*
.011
46.049
.188
246
.282**
.000
68.811
.277
249
.173**
.006
37.538
.151
249
.217**
.001
66.476
.271
246
Pearson Correlation
1  Sig. (2-tailed)
^ 11 Sum of Squares and Cross-products
2  g Covariance
.310**
.000
78.194
.318
247
.180**
.004
67.201
.271
249
.145*
.022
49.694
.201
248
.182**
.004
58.675
.237
.247**
.000
87.227
.355
.154*
.015
60.883
.247
.183**
.004
61.559
.250
247
.230**
.000
62.305
.251
.238**
.000
59.357
.239
249
.180**
.004
65.352
247
Pearson Correlation 
^  ^Sig. (2-tailed)
1 Sum of Squares and Cross-products 
2  §  Covariance
.289**
.000
83.760
.336
250
.183**
.004
48.622
.196
249
.077
.227
19.360
.078
250
.275**
.000
75.141
.304
248
.111
.082
33.919
.137
248
.218**
.001
56.834
.231
247
.223**
.000
49.000
.197
250
.271**
.000
52.900
.212
250
.150*
.018
42.004
.171
247
Pearson Correlation 
•g Sig. (2-tailed)
*1 Sum of Squares and Cross-products 
2  ^  Covariance
.417**
.000
143.355
.580
248
.258**
.000
84.145
.341
248
.271**
.000
95.866
.391
246
.287**
.000
112.024
.457
246
.236**
.000
79.155
.324
245
.188**
.003
53.516
.217
248
.286**
.000
72.403
.293
248
.154*
.016
55.147
.226
245
Pearson Correlation 
Sig. (2-taiIed)
1 Sum of Squares and Cross-products 
2  g Covariance
.449**
.000
142.609
.577
248
.272**
.000
91.561
.374
246
.285**
.000
110.260
.450
246
.197**
.002
64.327
.264
245
.145*
.022
40.290
.163
248
.216**
.001
53.310
.216
248
.132*
.038
46.480
.190
246
Pearson Correlation 
? Sig. (2-tailed)
^1 Sum of Squares and Cross-products 
2  a Covariance
.546**
.000
214.313
.875
246
.414**
.000
182.551
.748
245
.320**
.000
120.238
.495
244
.281**
.000
88.996
.362
247
.188**
.003
52.304
.213
247
.240**
.000
95.754
.394
244
Pearson Correlation 
^  Sig. (2-tailcd)
^1 Sum of Squares and Cross-products 
2  1  Covariance 
N
.405**
.000
179.037
.734
245
.248**
.000
93.131
.383
244
.267**
.000
85.247
.347
247
.191**
.003
53.478
.217
247
.135*
.035
54.402
.224
244
Pearson Correlation
1 Sig. (2-tailcd)
p  Sum of Squares and Cross-products
2  Covariance
.470**
.000
172.286
.706
245
.371**
.000
108.602
.443
246
.209**
.001
56.650
.231
246
.251**
.000
99.000
.406
245
Pearson Correlation 
 ^ Sig. (2-tailed)
Sum of Squares and Cross-products 
2  ^ Covariance
.522**
.000
122.000
.490
250
.287**
.000
59.600
.239
250
.270**
.000
80.049
.325
247
Pearson Correlation 
§  Sig. (2-tailed)
^1 « Sum of Squares and Cross-products 
2  1 Covariance
.368**
.000
78.542
.317
249
.132*
.039
40.195
.164
246
Pearson Correlation 
Sig. (2-tailed)
^1 Sum of Squares and Cross-products 
2  ^Covariance
.452**
.000
184.305
.752
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Appendix 23 Performance Correlation Matrix of Resident Cognitive Attributes
♦* Correlation is significant at the 0.01 
level (2 -taiIed)
•  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 
level (2 -tailed) Û Û Û r i I'l A '^1 11 I'l I'l I'l
Pearson Correlation 
1  Sig. (2-tailed)
^1 Sum of Squares and Cross-products 
o Covariance 
N
.644**
.000
136.456
.548
250
.312**
.000
96.589
.394
246
.547**
.000
115.740
.465
250
.514**
.000
142.574
.575
249
.360**
.000
114.708
.461
250
.311**
.000
95.277
.384
249
.440**
.000
96.120
.386
250
.156*
.013
57.456
.231
250
.453**
.000
131.000
.535
246
.469**
.000
104.799
.423
249
.310**
.000
81.369
.328
249
.369**
.000
75.220
.302
250
.316**
.000
78.210
.317
248
.365**
.000
93.407
.378
248
.492**
.000
142.344
.579
247
.287**
.000
84.789
.345
247
.270**
.000
77.171
.315
246
.268**
.000
57.880
.232
250
.543**
.000
120.614
.486
249
.328**
.000
99.214
.402
248
Pearson Correlation
1  Sig. (2-tailed)
^1 Sum o f Squares and Cross-products
2  É Co\^riance
.403**
.000
110.606
.451
.610**
.000
110.240
.443
250
.436**
.000
103.277
.416
249
.353**
.000
96.008
.386
250
.401**
.000
105.964
.427
.536**
.000
100.120
.402
250
.309**
.000
97.056
.390
250
.492**
.000
121.813
.497
.443
.000
85.490
.345
353**
.000
79.145
.319
.349**
.000
60.720
250
.409**
.000
83.758
.339
248
.389**
.000
83.327
.337
248
.499**
.000
124.696
.507
247
.280**
.000
70.522
.287
247
.302**
.000
73.626
.301
246
.368**
.000
67.880
.273
250
.609**
.000
115.458
.466
249
.366**
.000
94.379
.382
248
Pearson Correlation 
E' Sig. (2-tailed)
5  Sum of Squares and Cross-products 
2  _  Covariance
.000
127.098
.519
246
.436**
.000
154.727
.634
245
.313**
.000
128.386
.524
246
.312**
.000
121.771
.499
245
.383**
.000
108.232
.442
246
.379**
.000
177.561
.725
246
.338**
.000
129.909
.539
242
.328**
.000
91.073
.373
245
.320**
.000
105.951
.434
245
.278**
.000
246
.293**
.000
97.721
.402
244
.370**
.000
122.836
.505
244
.395**
.000
149.358
.617
243
.314**
.000
117.889
.487
243
.364**
.000
126.037
.523
242
.303**
.000
80.545
.329
246
.353**
.000
101.624
.416
245
.306**
.000
119.869
.491
245
Pearson Correlation 
Sig. (2-tailed)
” i Sum of Squares and Cross-products 
2  g Covariance
.530**
.000
125.072
.504
249
.427**
.000
115.820
.465
250
.410**
.000
107.518
.434
249
.590**
.000
109.800
.441
250
.291**
.000
91.240
.366
250
.480**
.000
120.911
.494
246
.361**
.000
69.088
.279
249
.314**
.000
70.386
.284
249
.382**
.000
66.300
.266
250
.379**
.000
77.645
.314
248
.592**
.000
129.685
.525
248
.507**
.000
125.676
.511
247
.409**
.000
102.648
.417
247
.409**
.000
98.659
.403
246
.321**
.000
59.200
.238
250
.566**
.000
107.120
.432
.329**
.000
84.766
.343
248
Pearson Correlation
1  Sig. (2-tailed)
^1 Sura of Squares and Cross-products
2  1 Covariance
' n
.516**
.000
182.739
.737
.464**
.000
159.323
.645
248
.416**
.000
101.514
.409
249
, .422** 
.000 
173.277 
.699
.000
139.706
.573
245
.325**
.000
81.613
.330
248
.390**
.000
114.411
.463
.333**
.000
75.217
.303
249
.434**
.000
122.206
.497
247
.338**
.000
97.174
.395
247
.551**
.000
179.512
.733
246
.429**
.000
140.537
.574
.436**
.000
138.829
.569
245
.366**
.000
88.486
.357
.550**
.000
136.581
.553
248
.357**
.000
119.773
.487
247
Pearson Correlation 
■§ Sig. (2-tailed)
^ 11 Sum of Squares and Cross-products 
2  Covariance
.473**
.000
187.819
.757
.332**
.000
93.160
.374
250
.367**
.000
173.008
.695
250
.438**
.000
166.252
.679
246
.305**
.000
88.450
.357
.383**
.000
128.719
.519
.293**
.000
76.460
.307
250
.471**
.000
154.871
.627
248
.407**
.000
134.169
.543
248
.458**
.000
171.628
.698
247
.428**
.000
161.502
.657
247
.414**
.000
150.715
.615
246
.295**
.000
81.840
.329
250
.372**
.000
105.554
.426
249
.310**
.000
119.202
.483
248
Pearson Correlation
1  Sig. (2-tailed)
^1 Sum of Squares and Cross-products
2  1 Covariance
.434**
.000
117.771
.475
.451**
.000
206.964
.835
.499**
.000
183.675
.750
246
.335**
.000
94.723
.382
249
.371**
.000
120.661
.489
248
.340**
.000
86.157
.347
249
.415**
.000
132.595
.539
247
.396**
.000
125.644
.511
247
.544**
.000
198.611
.807
247
.472**
.000
172.911
.706
246
.540**
.000
190.620
.781
245
.425**
.000
114.578
.462
249
.437**
.000
121.113
.490
248
.501**
.000
183.109
.744
247
Pearson Correlation 
•i .  Sig. (2-tailed)
5  1 Sum of Squares and Cross-products 
2  1 Covariance
.337**
.000
109.120
.438
250
.439**
.000
109.911
.449
246
.594**
.000
117.659
.474
.384**
.000
88.382
.356
249
.365**
.000
65.400
.263
250
.423**
.000
97.742
.396
248
.536**
.000
116.685
.472
248
.502**
.000
128.093
.521
247
.461**
.000
119.211
.485
247
.408**
.000
101.829
.416
246
.434**
.000
82.600
.332
250
.419**
.000
81.952
.330
.338**
.000
89.460
.362
248
Pearson Correlation 
^  Sig. (2-tailed)
^1 Sum of Squares and Cross-products 
2  1 Covariance 
N
.466**
.000
204.870
.836
246
.303**
.000
101.490
.409
249
.306**
.000
119.145
.480
.188**
.003
56.720
.228
250
.361**
.000
138.387
.560
248
.187**
.003
71.234
.288
248
.315**
.000
136.551
.555
247
.365**
.000
159.413
.648
247
.422**
.000
178.211
.727
246
.284**
.000
90.880
.365
250
.416**
.000
137.024
.553
249
.261**
.000
114.685
.464
248
Pearson Correlation 
£ Sig. (2-tailed)
S  Sum of Squares and Cross-products 
2  Covariance 
N
.463**
.000
124.951
.510
246
.345**
.000
105.971
.434
245
.364**
.000
88.756
.362
246
.458**
.000
136.971
.564
244
.411**
.000
126.634
.517
246
.495**
.000
171.381
.705
244
.467**
.000
163.189
.674
243
.452**
.000
153.595
.637
242
.348**
.000
90.057
.368
246
.449**
.000
118.865
.487
245
.307**
.000
110.328
.454
244
Pearson Correlation
1  Sig. (2-tailed)
^1 Sum of Squares and Cross-products
2  5 Covariance
.505**
.000
119.024
.482
248
.466**
.000
86.321
.348
249
.434**
.000
103.534
.421
247
.387**
.000
89.976
.366
247
.454**
.000
120.656
.490
247
.424**
.000
113.423
.463
246
.428**
.000
109.041
.447
245
.507**
.000
99.827
.403
249
.364**
.000
73.742
.299
248
.305**
.000
79.490
.323
247
Pearson Correlation 
§  Sig. (2-tailed)
^ 1E Sum of Squares and Cross-products 
2  1 Covariance
.522**
.000
112.406
.453
.403**
.000
111.445
.453
247
.342**
.000
92.393
.376
247
.517**
.000
159.821
.652
246
.332**
.000
103.659
.423
246
.463**
.000
139.569
.570
246
.421**
.000
95.871
.387
249
.497**
.000
115.871
.469
248
.358**
.000
114.251
.464
247
Pearson Correlation
1  _Sig. (2-tailed)
^ 11 Sum of Squares and Cross-products
2  J  Covariance
.439**
.000
94.919
.384
.290**
.000
61.238
.248
248
.434**
.000
104.300
.424
247
.279**
.000
67.615
.275
247
.343**
.000
79.561
.325
246
.426**
.000
75.600
.304
250
.419**
.000
76.229
.307
249
.296**
.000
73.298
.297
248
Pearson Correlation 
•§ Sig. (2-tailed)
g.1 Sum of Squares and Cross-products 
2  ^Covariance
.409**
.000
111276
.454
246
.445**
.000
133.679
.546
246
.606**
.000
190.707
.778
246
.444**
.000
132.734
.546
244
.331**
.000
76.048
.308
248
.485**
.000
105.263
.428
247
.354**
.000
110.244
.450
246
Pearson Correlation 
Sig. (2-tailed)
^1 » Sum of Squares and Cross-products 
2  I Covariance
.000
134.196
.550
245
149.796
.614
245
.415**
.000
120.934
.498
244
.000
61.589
.249
248
.336**
.000
77.113
.313
247
.392**
.000
122.159
.499
246
Pearson Correlation 
? Sig. (2-tailed)
“ i Sum of Squares and Cross-products 
2  .Covariance
.436**
.000
151.407
.618
246
.549**
.000
182.918
.756
243
.433**
.000
110.344
.449
247
.526**
.000
137.919
.563
246
.453**
.000
160.224
.657
245
Pearson Correlation 
^  Sig. (2-tailcd)
Sum of Squares and Cross-products 
2  J  Covariance
.530**
.000
177.790
.735
243
.385**
.000
99.008
.402
247
.368**
.000
97.366
.397
.334**
.000
117.163
.480
245
Pearson Correlation
1 Sig. (2-tailcd)
p  Sum of Squares and Cross-products
2  Covariance
.545**
.000
134.585
.549
246
.438**
.000
112.012
.459
245
.403**
.000
133.649
.548
245
Pearson Correlation 
S' Sig. (2-tailcd)
^1 Sum of Squares and Cross-products 
2   ^Covariance
i
.470**
.000
91.048
.367
249
.306**
.000
76.173
.308
248
Pearson Correlation
1  Sig. (2-tailcd)
^ 1.  Sum of Squares and Cross-products
2  '^Covariance
.458**
.000
123.457
.502
247
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Appendix 24 Resident Cognitive Attributes’ Total Varianee Explained by Factors and Seree Plot
Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings
Components Total
% of 
Variance
Cumulative
% Total
% of 
Variance
Cumulative
% Total
% o f
Varianee
Cumulative
%
1 9.361 44.578 44.578 9.361 44.578 44.578 4.690 22.332 22.332
2 1.370 6.524 51.102 1.370 6.524 51.102 3.736 17.790 40.122
3 1.107 5.272 56.374 1.107 5.272 56.374 3.413 16.252 56.374
4 .941 4.480 60.854
5 .909 4.330 65.185
6 .795 3.785 68.970
7 .730 3.476 72.446
8 .690 3.285 75.731
9 .659 3.136 78.868
10
11
.567
.532
2.701
2.531
81.568
84.100
12 .496 2.360 86.460
13 .441 2 . 1 0 2 88.562
14 .412 1.962 90.524
15 .381 1.815 92.339
16 .334 1.589 93.928
17 .314 1.498 95.426
18 .285 1.359 96.785
19 .265 1.263 98.047
20 .209 .997 99.044
21 . 2 0 1 .956 100.000
Scree Plot
0»
3
>
CO)O)
ÜJ
3 9 10  11 12  13  14  1 5  16  17  18  19  20  21
C om ponent  Number
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Appendix 25 Summary of Resident Respondents’ Initial Affective Perception
(N = 706)
Initial Perception N Pop. % Initial Perception N Pop. % Initial Perception N Pop. %
Exciting 76 30.4 Educated 2 0 . 8 Formal 1 0.4
Busy 65 26.0 Energetic 2 0 . 8 Free 1 0.4
Diverse 33 13.2 Fustrating 2 0.8 Full o f opportunity 1 0.4
Vibrant 33 13.2 Grey 2 0 . 8 Great 1 0.4
Interesting 24 9.6 Grumpy 2 0.8 Hasty 1 0.4
Fun 18 7.2 Intimidated 2 0 . 8 Home from home 1 0.4
Crowded 17 6.8 Loud 2 0.8 Hustle 1 0.4
Expensive 16 6.4 Modem 2 0 . 8 111 managed 1 0.4
Relaxing 14 5.6 Old 2 0 . 8 Impatient 1 0.4
Happy 13 5.2 Open 2 Oi8 Impersonal 1 0.4
Lively 1 2 4.8 Organised 2 0.8 Important 1 0.4
Bustling 1 1 4.4 Poorly behaved 2 0.8 Impressed 1 0.4
Fast-paced 1 1 4.4 Royal 2 0 . 8 Impressive 1 0.4
Buzzing 1 0 4.0 Scary 2 0 . 8 Indifferent 1 0.4
Historical 1 0 4.0 Stimulating 2 0 . 8 Industrious 1 0.4
Pleasant 1 0 4.0 Trendy 2 0 . 8 Interested 1 0.4
Friendly 8 3.2 Upbeat 2 0 . 8 Intolerant 1 0.4
Overwhelming 8 3.2 Wonderful 2 0.8 Intrigued 1 0.4
Hectic 7 2.8 Abrasive 1 0.4 Invigorating 1 0.4
Stressful 7 2 j Active 1 0.4 Kind 1 0.4
Unfriendly 7 2.8 Adventurous 1 0.4 Lack o f self respect 1 0.4
Dirty 6 2.4 AfOurent 1 0.4 Late 1 0.4
Entertaining 6 2.4 Aloofness 1 0.4 Liberal 1 0.4
Welcoming 6 2.4 Amusing 0.4 Manic 1 0.4
Amazing 5 2 . 0 Antique 1 0.4 Motivated 1 0.4
Arousing 5 2 . 0 Anxious 1 0:4 Multi-cultural 1 0.4
Different 5 2 . 0 Archaic 1 0.4 Negative 1 0.4
Fasinating 5 2 . 0 Arty 1 0.4 New 1. 0.4
Green 5 2 . 0 At ease 1 0.4 Ongoing 1 0.4
Chaotic 4 1 . 6 Awake 1 0.4 Optimistic 1 0.4
Confusing 4 1 . 6 Bewildered 1 0.4 Orderly 1 0.4
Cosmopolitan 4 1 . 6 Big 1 0.4 Perplexing 1 0.4
Gloomy 4 1 . 6 Business like 1 0.4 Pleased 1 0.4
Inspiring 4 1 . 6 Calm 1 0.4 Polluted 1 0.4
Lost 4 1 . 6 Captivating 1 0.4 Pride 1 0.4
Rushed 4 1 . 6 Cheerful 1 0.4 Proud 1 0.4
Surprising 4 1 . 6 Chilled 1 0.4 Pulsating 1 0.4
Tiring 4 1 . 6 Classic 1 0.4 Rewarding 1 0.4
Alive 3 1 . 2 Cold 1 0.4 The heart o f Europe 1 0.4
Best 3 1 . 2 Comic 1 0.4 Rip off 1 0.4
Cultured 3 1 . 2 Conservative 1 0.4 Round-the-clock 1 0.4
Curious 3 1 . 2 Contented 1 0.4 Satisfying 1 0.4
Dynamic 3 1 . 2 Creative 1 0.4 Seriou 1 0.4
Easy 3 1 . 2 Dear 1 0.4 Shabby 1 0.4
Exhausting 3 1 . 2 Depressed 1 0.4 Shopping mood 1 0.4
Fashionable 3 1 . 2 Derelict 1 0.4 Somber 1 0.4
Good mood 3 1 . 2 Disappointed 1 0.4 Special 1 0.4
Helpful 3 1 . 2 Disciplined 0.4 Spellbound 1 0.4
International 3 1 . 2 Distinctive 1 0.4 Spoilt 1 0.4
Looking forward to re-visit 3 1 . 2 Distressing 1 0.4 Sturming 1 0.4
Noisy 3 1 . 2 Eager 1 0.4 Superficial 1 0.4
Polite 3 1 . 2 Easy going 1 0.4 Touristy 1 0.4
Rude 3 1 . 2 Eclectic 1 0.4 Traditional 1 0.4
Safe 3 1 . 2 Economic gloom 1 0.4 Unbelievable 1 0.4
Tensed 3 1 . 2 Ecstatic 1 0.4 Unhelpful 1 0.4
Affordable 2 0.8 Edgy 0.4 Unimpressed 1 0.4
Anticipating 2 0.8 Elated 1 0.4 Unsatisfied 1 0.4
Awesome 2 0.8 Enertaining 0.4 Up to date 1 0.4
Charming 2 0.8 English 1 0.4 Village atmosphere 1 0.4
Clean 2 0.8 Enjoying 0.4 Violent 1 0.4
Colourful 2 0.8 Enriched 1 0.4 Vital 1 0.4
Comfortable 2 0 . 8 Euphoria 0.4 Wet 1 0.4
Cool 2 0 . 8 Evasive 0.4 Worrying 1 0.4
Dark 2 0 . 8 Exhilarating 1 0.4
Drunk 2 0 . 8 Expected 1 0.4
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Appendix 26 Test of Significance: Independent Samples t-test on Residents by Gender
unequal variances' statistically significant differences*’*
Attributes
Male
Mean
Female^
Mean t-value
Sig.
(2-tailed)
L O N A rts 6.46 6.49 -.214 .830
LON_Museums 6.61 6.55 .536 .058
LON_Royal 6.14 5.96 1.057 .292
LON_History 6.50 6.58 -.771 .441
LON_Meetings 5.98 6.18 -1.404 .162
LON__HubEurope 5.77 5.95 -1.144 .254
LON__Markets 5.57 5.72 -.927 .355
LON_HisLandmarks 6.49 6.55 -.553 .581
LON_GetAround 5.47 5.67 -1.062 .289
LON Pubs 5.85 6.15 -1.906 .058
LO N M usicals 6.50 6.52 -.159 .874
LONAttFirstTime 6.26 6.24 .104 .917
LON MulCultural 6.56 6.68 -1.168 .244
LON_HubUK 6.17 6.24 -.490 .624
LON_HisPersons 6 . 1 2 6.23 -.863 .389
L O N Events 5.75 5.95 -1.300 .195
LONHubSEng 5.83 5.94 -.685 .494
LONTours" 5.65 6.05 -2.662 .008**
LO N Shops 6.48 6.48 -.023 .981
LONAttRevisit 6.50 6.63 -1.170 .243
LO N Sports 5.69 5.66 .162 .871
Im p A rt 6.15 6 . 2 1 -.415 .678
Im pM useum s 6.37 6.41 -.316 .752
Imp_Royal 5.33 5.47 -.713 .477
Im pH istory 6.09 6 . 2 0 -.778 .438
lmp_Meetings 5.39 5.53 -.816 .415
Im pHubEurope 5.44 5.56 -.653 .515
Imp_Markets" 5.17 5.50 -1.738 .084
ImpHisLandmarks 6.31 6.32 -.127 .899
lmp_GetAround* 5.86 6.29 -2.609 .010**
Im pPubs 5.51 5.71 -1.170 .243
Im pM usicals 6.31 6.26 .411 .682
Imp_AttFirstTime 6.40 6.38 .162 .871
Imp_MulCultural 5.78 5.83 -.315 .753
Imp_HubUK 5.67 5.71 -.207 .836
Imp_HisPersons 5.77 5.62 .973 .332
Imp_Events* 5.52 5.73 -1.225 .222
Imp_HubSEng 5.21 5.21 .039 .969
Im pTours" 5.69 6.07 -2.302 .022**
Im pShops 6.16 6.23 -.516 .606
Im pA ttR evisit 6.39 6.44 -.414 .679
Im pSports 5.32 5.37 -.268 .789
Mood_Arousing 6.16 6 . 2 1 -.320 .749
Mood Pleasant 5.95 5.84 .683 .495
M oodExciting 5.97 5.89 .471 .638
M oodR elaxing 4:82 4.48 .1788 .075
Overall 6.07 6.09 -.192 .848
A ctRecom m end 6.46 6.60 -1.232 .219
A ctSupD ev 5.83 5.91 -.443 .658
Act_MoreT 5.48 5.43 .238 .812
Act SupMoney 5.15 5.08 .322 .748 1
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Appendix 27 Test of Significance: Analysis of Variance on Residents by Age
unequal variances* statistically significant differences*
Attributes
LON_Arts"
LON_Museums
L O N R oyal
LON_History
LO N M eetings
LON_HubEurope*
LO N M arkets
LON_HisLandmarks'^
LON_GetAround*
LON_Pubs
LO N M usicals
LON_AttFirstTime
LON_MulCultural*
LON_HubUK
LON_HisPersons
L O N Events
LONHubSEng
LO N Tours
L O N Shops
LON_AttRevisit*
L O N Sports
Im p A rt
Imp_Museums
Im pR oyal
Imp_History
Im pM eetings
Im pHubEurope
Imp_Markets
ImpHisLandmarks
Imp_GetAround"
Im pPubs
lmp_Musicals
Imp_AttF irstTime"
Imp_MulCultural
Imp_HubUK
Im pHisPersons
Im pEvents
Imp_HubSEng
Imp_Tours"
Imp_Shops
Im pA ttR evisit
Imp_Sports
Mood_Arousing
MoodPleasant*
M oodExciting
M oodR elaxing
Overall
Act_Recommend 
Act_SupDev 
A ctM oreT  
Act SupMoney
dfl df2
ANOVA
F sig. Tl^
30 years old or 
below
Mean 
31-50 years old
51 years old 
above
2 244 5.299 .006** .04 5.9T 6.55“ 6.57"
2 244 .901 .407 . 0 1 6.40 6.58 6.62
2 244 2.551 .080 . 0 2 5.63 6.06 6 . 2 1
2 244 3.919 .0 2 1 ** .03 6 .2 0 '’ 6.54 6 .6 6 '’
2 243 2.373 .095 . 0 2 5.77 6.24 6.06
2 244 2.547 .80 . 0 2 5.49 6.04 5.84
2 243 1.327 .267 . 0 1 5.35 5.75 5.64
2 244 2:695 .070 \02 6.26 6.48 6.64
2 244 .814 .444 . 0 1 5.80 5.62 5.45
2 240 .285 .752 . 0 0 6.15 6.03 5.97
2 243 1.322 .269 . 0 1 6.29 6.53 6.58
2 243 .614 .542 . 0 1 6.26 6.34 6.18
2 244 2.985 .052 .02 6.63 6.75" 6.48"
2 242 1.525 .220 . 0 1 5.97 6.16 6.32
2 242 2.025 .134 . 0 2 5.91 6.17 6.31
2 241 3.133 .045** .03 5.38"' 5.93' 5.92
2 241 .504 .605 . 0 0 5.94 5.81 5.97
2 240 .380 .684 . 0 0 5.73 5.85 5.92
2 244 .522 .594 . 0 0 6.49 6.54 6.42
2 243 2.301 . 1 0 2 . 0 2 6.31 6.68 6.53
2 242 .498 .608 . 0 0 5.49 5.71 5.70
2 244 3.476 .032** .03 5.74" 6.27" 6.24"
2 244 .802 .450 . 0 1 6 . 2 0 6.41 6.43
2 242 2.777 .064 . 0 2 5.17 5.25 5.70
2 244 2.767 .065 . 0 2 5.77 6 . 2 1 6.22
2 242 5.220 .006** .04 4.80^ 5.50' 5.65'
2 243 2.628 .074 . 0 2 5.03 5.65 5.52
2 244 .862 .424 . 0 1 5.09 5.45 5.31
2 244 .291 .747 . 0 0 6 . 2 0 6.34 6.33
2 244 3.246 .041** .03 5.89 6.32« 5.91®
2 241 1.723 .181 . 0 1 5.24 5.70 5.68
2 243 3.154 .044** .03 5 .9 f 6.36"' 6.34
2 242 4.219 .016** .03 6.43 6.58' 6.19'
2 244 1.661 .192 . 0 1 5.43 5.93 5.80
2 243 2.915 .056 . 0 2 5.2 P 5.70 5.82^
2 244 5.924 .003** .05 5 . l f 5.66 5.92''
2 242 .355 .701 . 0 0 5.54 5.71 5.57
2 242 5.733 .004** .05 4.49' 5.20' 5.47'
2 241 1.907 .151 . 0 2 6.15 5.98 5.71
2 244 1.591 .206 . 0 1 5.94 6.31 6.17
2 244 .769 .464 . 0 1 6.46 6.49 6.33
2 241 .130 .878 . 0 0 5,33 5.39 5.29
2 242 .060 .942 . 0 0 6:23 6.20 6.16
2 243 4.453 .013** .04 5.34” 5.94” 6.05”
2 241 2.792 .063 . 0 2 5.51 5.92 6.13
2 239 9.734 .0 0 0 ** .08 3.94“ 4.44“ 5.09“
2 239 1.599 .204 . 0 1 5.88 6.07 6,17
2 243 1 . 6 6 8 .191 . 0 1 6.37 6.65 6.48
2 239 2.800 .063 . 0 2 5.63 6.09 5.73
2 242 1.673 .190 . 0 1 5.03 5.59 5.44
2 242 2.649 .073 . 0 2 4.54 ' 5.13 5.30
Remarks: Significant differences 
a LON_Arts
30 or below & 31-50 .008**
30 or below & 50+ .006**
e Imp_Arts
30 or below & 31-50 .031**
30 or below & 50+ .049**
i Imp AttFirstTime 
31-50 & 50+.012**
m Mood_Pleasant
30 or below & 31-50 .033**
30 or below & 50+ .010**
b LON_History
30 or below & 50+ .015**
fIm pM eetings
30 or below & 31-50 .022**
30 or below & 50+ .004**
j Imp HubUK
30 or below & 50+ .044**
n M oodrelaxing
30 or below & 50+ .000**
31-50 & 50+ .005**
c LONM ulticultural 
31-50 & 50+ .040**
g Imp_Get Around 
31-50 & 50+.050**
k Im pH isPersons 
30 or below & 50+ .002**
d LON_Events
30 or below & 31-50 .049**
h Imp_Musicals
30 or below & 31-50 .046**
1 Im pH ubSEng
30 or below & 31-50 .039**
30 or below & 50+ .002**
3 3 2
Appendix 28 Test of Significance: Analysis of Variance on Residents by Education
unequal variances' statistically significant differences**
Attributes a n dfZ
ANOVA 
F sig. h '
Secondary 
or below
Mean
Non-degree Degree PG level
LON_Arts" 3 243 3.502 .016** .04 6.38 6.13" 6.37 6 .6 8 "
LONMuseums 3 243 .830 .478 . 0 1 6.48 8.49 6.52 6.67
LON_Royal* 3 239 2.696 .047** .03 6.35" 6.05 5.61" 6.13
LONHistory 3 243 1.016 .386 . 0 1 6.60 6.62 6.35 6.57
LONMeetings 3 242 .340 .796 . 0 0 6.17 6 . 2 1 6 . 0 0 6.06
LONHubEurope 3 243 .561 .642 . 0 1 5.88 5.85 6.09 5.80
LONMarkets* 3 242 1.534 .206 . 0 2 5.98 5.69 5.57 5.53
LON_HisLandmarks 3 243 .159 .924 .00 6.52 6.59 6.46 6.52
LONGetAround 3 243 .953 .416 . 0 1 5.79 5.77 5.37 5.50
LONPubs 3 239 .965 .410 . 0 1 6.13 5.79 5.89 6 . 1 1
LONMusicals 3 242 .371 .774 . 0 0 6.42 6.62 6.50 6.54
LON_AttFirstTime 3 242 .957 .414 . 0 1 6.13 6.13 6 . 2 2 6.38
LON MulCultural* 3 243 .592 .621 . 0 1 6.54 6.74 6.54 6.64
LON_HubUK 3 241 .081 .970 . 0 0 6.19 626 6.24 6.18
LONHisPersons* 3 241 .543 .653 . 0 1 6.31 6.24 6.04 6.19
LONEvents* 3 240 .582 .627 . 0 1 5.96 5.87 5.65 5.88
LON_HubSEng 3 240 1.708 .166 . 0 2 6.17 5.69 5.69 5.94
LONTours* 3 239 2.180 .091 .03 6 . 2 1 5.87 5.61 5.81
LONShops 3 243 .721 .540 . 0 1 6.58 656 6.35 6.46
LONAttRevisit 3 242 .484 .694 . 0 1 6.46 6.61 6.50 6.62
LONSports* 3 241 2.127 .097 5.94 5.95 5.52 5.54
.03
ImpArt 3 243 1.016 .386 . 0 1 5.96 6.15 6 . 2 0 6.28
ImpMuseums 3 243 .520 .669 . 0 1 6.25 6.38 6.37 6.46
ImpRoyal* 3 241 4.152 .007** .05 6.00" 5.74 5.09" 5.23"
ImpHistory 3 243 3.188 .024** .04 6.48 6.33 5.96 6.03
ImpMeetings 3 241 5.085 .0 0 2 ** .06 6 .0 2 ' 5.77 5.15' 5.26'
ImpHubEurope 3 242 2.301 .078 .03 5.81 5.77 5.57 5.27
ImpMarkets 3 243 6.335 .0 0 0 ** .07 5.81" 5.77" 5.50 4.93"
ImpHisLandmarks 3 243 .466 .706 . 0 1 6.40 6.44 6.26 6.26
ImpGetAround 3 243 1.738 .160 . 0 2 6.33 6.23 6.17 5.89
Imp_Pubs 3 240 .335 .800 . 0 0 5.72 5.53 5.50 5.67
ImpMusicals 3 242 .072 .975 . 0 0 6.31 6.34 6.26 6.27
Imp_AttFirstTime 3 241 .419 .739 . 0 1 6.38 6.55 6.38 6.35
Imp_MulCultural 3 243 4.002 .008** .05 6.31' 6.08 5.70 5.54'
ImpHubUK 3 242 6.282 .0 0 0 ** .07 6.19® 6 .1 0 ® 5.53 5.39®
Imp_HisPersons 3 243 2.612 .052 .03 6.04 5.92 5.57 5.53
ImpEvents 3 241 3.515 .016** .04 5.94 6.05 5.33 5.46
ImpHubSEng 3 241 8.446 .000** . 1 0 5.87" 5.79" 4.71" 4.94"
Imp_Tours 3 240 4.148 .007** .05 6.30' 6.15 5.96 5.60'
ImpShops 3 243 2.369 .071 .03 6.38 6.46 5.91 6.15
ImpAttRevisit 3 243 .296 .828 . 0 0 6.46 6.51 6.43 6.36
ImpSports* 3 240 7.589 .0 0 0 ** .09 5.85» 5.85^ 5.36 4.94"
MoodArousing 3 241 1.381 .249 . 0 2 6.19 5.89 6.17 6.29
MoodPIeasant 3 242 .413 .744 . 0 1 5.98 5.74 5.83 5.96
Mood_Exciting 3 240 .675 .568 . 0 1 6 . 0 0 6.05 5.70 5.99
MoodRelaxing 3 238 1.046 .373 . 0 1 4.94 4.58 4.39 4.64
Overall 3 238 2.407 .068 .03 6.09 5.95 5.87 6.23
Act_Recommend 3 242 .437 .727 . 0 1 6.56 6.50 6.41 6.59
ActSupDev 3 238 1.798 .148 . 0 2 6 . 0 2 5.84 5.49 5.96
Act_MoreT 3 ■24.1 3.335 .0 2 0 ** .04 5.90" 5.63 4.91" ■ 5.41
Act SupMoney 3 241 1.073 .361 . 0 1 5.27 5.00 4.76 5.24
Remarks: Significant differences
a LONArts 
Non degree & PG level .016**
d Imp_Meetings 
Secondary & degree .011** 
Secondary & PG level .007**
g Imp HubUK
Secondary & PG level .002**
Non degree & PG level .013**
j Imp_Sports’
Secondary & PG level .001** 
Non degree & PG level .002**
b LONRoyal 
Secondary& Degree .034**
e Imp_Markets 
Secondary & PG level .002** 
Non degree & PG level .009**
h Imp_HubSEng 
Secondary & Degree .001** 
Secondary & PG level .001** 
Non degree & Degree .004** 
Non degree & PG level .009**
k Act_MoreT
Secondary & Degree .013**
c lmp_Royal 
Secondary & Degree .021** 
Secondary & PG level .020**
f  ImpMulCultural 
Secondary & PG level .009**
r Imp Tours
Secondary & PG level .010**
3 3 3
Appendix 29 Test of Significance: Analysis of Variance on Residents by Income
Attributes dfl d£2
ANOVA
F sig.
£2,000 
or below
Mean
£2,001- £4,001- 
£4,000 £6,000 £6,000+
LON_Arts" 3 240 5.075 .002** .06 6.23' 6.74 6.32" 6.74'
LONM useums" 3 240 1.231 .299 . 0 2 6.48 6.72 6.48 6.60
LO N R oyal 3 236 .515 .672 . 0 1 6.04 6.19 5.84 i9 8
LO N H istory 3 240 1 . 1 0 0 .350 . 0 1 6.50 6.68 6.36 6.50
LON_Meetings 3 239 1.999 .115 . 0 2 6.09 6.30 5.96 5.78
LONHubEurope" 3 240 1.579 .195 . 0 2 5.83 6.13 5.62
LO N M arkets 3 239 3.503 .016** .04 5.86" 5.57 5.72 5.14"
LONHisLandmarks 3 240 .267 .849 . 0 0 6.51 6.58 6.48 6.43
LONGetAround" 3 240 2.964 .033** .04 5.86 5.43 5.16 5.24
L O N Pubs 3 236 .290 .833 . 0 0 6.09 5.97 5.88 5.95
LO N M usicals 3 239 .678 .566 . 0 1 6.50 6.54 6.32 6.64
LONAttFirstTime 3 239 .466 .706 . 0 1 6.19 6:38 6.24 6 . 2 0
LON MulCultural* 3 240 1 . 2 0 1 .310 . 0 1 6.59 6.77 6.52 6.50
LON_HubUK" 3 238 .604 .613 . 0 1 6.19 6.33 6 . 1 2 6.07
LONHisPersons 3 238 .149 .930 . 0 0 6.18 6.25 6.24 6 . 1 2
LONEvents" 3 237 .330 .804 . 0 0 5.82 5.96 5.76 5.76
LO N H ubSEng 3 237 .963 .411 . 0 1 6.03 5.84 5.80 5.68
LO N Tours 3 236 2.008 .114 . 0 2 6.03 5.80 5.46 5.71
LO N Shops 3 240 .090 .965 . 0 0 6.49 6.45 6.52 6.43
LON_AttRevisit" 3 239 2.008 .113 . 0 2 6.47 6.78 6.52 6.45
L O N Sports 3 238 1.953 . 1 2 2 . 0 2 5.81 5.74 5.25 5.45
Imp_Art* 3 240 4.606 .004** .05 5.94" 6.48" 6 . 0 0 6.40
Imp_Museums 3 240 1.630 .183 . 0 2 6.29 6.55 6.16 6.48
Im pR oyal 3 238 1.920 .127 . 0 2 5.66 5.16 5.08 5.48
Im pH istory 3 240 .386 .763 . 0 0 6.15 6.22 6 . 1 2 6 . 0 0
Im pM eetings 3 238 .353 .787 . 0 0 5.55 5.39 5.32 5.36
Im pHubEurope 3 239 .149 .930 . 0 0 5.55 5.49 5.52 5.38
Imp_Markets 3 240 3.081 .028** .04 5.59 5.33 4.84 4.95
ImpHisLandmarks 3 240 .017 .997 . 0 0 6.32 6.30 6.32 6.29
Imp_GetAround 3 240 2.031 . 1 1 0 . 0 2 6 . 2 0 6.17 5.64 5.81
Imp_Pubs 3 237 .337 .799 . 0 0 5.63 5.61 5.40 5.74
Im pM usicals 3 240 .906 .439 . 0 1 6.28 6.35 6 . 0 0 6.36
Imp_AttFirstTime" 3 239 2.993 .032** .04 6.54' 6.38 5.92' 6.29
Imp MulCuItura' 3 240 4.524 .004** .05 5.97“ 5.96" 4.88" 5.69
Imp_HubUK" 3 239 3.830 .010** .05 5.96' 5.52 5.12' 5.65
Imp_HisPersons 3 240 .329 .804 . 0 0 5.75 5.59 5.56 5.74
Imp_Events 3 238 1.916 .128 . 0 2 5.82 5.54 5.28 5.37
Imp_HubSEng 3 238 1.751 .157 . 0 2 5.44 5.04 4.80 5.12
Im pTours" 3 237 5.008 .002** .06 6.21® 5.62® 5.33® 5.78
Imp_Shops 3 240 .421 .738 . 0 1 6.27 6.13 6 . 2 0 6.07
ImpAttRevisit" 3 240 2.969 .033** .04 6.50 6.58 6 . 1 2 6.14
Imp_Sports 3 237 3.861 .010** .05 5.61" 5.29 4.67" 5.08
M oodA rousing 3 238 .410 .746 . 0 1 6 . 1 2 6.17 6 . 2 0 6.33
Mood_Pleasant* 3 239 .904 .440 . 0 1 5.79 6.04 5.76 6.05
M oodExciting 3 237 .295 .829 . 0 0 5.92 6.07 6 . 0 0 5.85
M oodR elaxing 3 235 2.087 .103 .03 4.65 4.62 4.16 5.10
Overall 3 235 1.422 .237 . 0 2 6.04 6.16 6.32 5.93
Act_Recommend 3 239 .491 .689 . 0 1 6.46 6.62 6.52 6.57
A ctSupD ev 3 237 .469 .704 . 0 1 5.80 5.85 5.80 6.07
A ctM oreT 3 239 1.191 .314 . 0 1 5.65 5.29 5.16 5.33
Act SupMoney 3 239 1.097 .351 . 0 1 5.16 5.33 4.76 4.86
Remarks: Significant differences 
a LON Museums
£2,000 or below & £2,001-£4,000 .005** 
£2,000 or below & £6,000+ .026**
d Imp AttPirstTime
£2,000 or below & £4,001-£6,000 .022** 
g Imp Tours
£2,000 or below & £2,001-£4,000 .005** 
£2,000 or below & £4,001-£6,000 .017**
b LON Markets
£2,000 or below & £6,000+ .009** 
e Imp MulCultural
£2,000 or below & £4,001-£6,000 .013**
him p Sports 
£2,000 or below & £4,001-£6,000 .009**
c Imp Arts
£2,000 or below & £2,001-£4,000 .006** 
f  Imp HubUK
£2,000 or below & £4,001-£6,000 .018**
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Appendix 30 Test of Significance: Independent Samples t-test on Residents by Likelihood of
Recommendation
unequal variances statistically significant differences* Strongly disagree to slightly agree Agree to strongly agree
Attributes
Low Level' 
Mean
High Level^  
Mean t-value
Sig.
(2-tailed)
LON_Arts" 5.80 6.53 -2.181 .041**
LONM useum s 6.10 6.62 -2.605 .010**
LO N Royal 5.78 6.08 -.926 .356
LONHistory" 6.00 6.59 -1.711 .103
LONM eetings 5.37 6.15 -2.998 .003**
LONHubEurope" 5.10 5.95 -2.240 .036**
LO N M arkets 4.80 5.72 -3.202 .002**
LON_HisLandmarks 6.15 6.55 -1.944 .053
LONGetAround" 4.55 5.66 -3.272 .001**
L O N Pubs 5.11 6.09 -3.524 .001**
LONM usicals 6.00 6.56 -2.685 .008**
L O N A ttF  irstTime 5.20 6.35 -4.899 .000**
LONM ulCultural 6.25 6.65 -2.099 .037**
LON_HubUK 5.68 6.24 -2.205 .028**
LONHisPersons 6.00 6.21 -.869 .386
LO N Events 5.00 5.92 -3.394 .001**
LON_HubSEng" 5.00 5.97 -2.578 .018**
LO N Tours 4.95 5.94 -3.741 .000**
LO N Shops 5.90 6.53 -3.126 .002**
LONAttRevisit" 5.55 6.65 -3.173 .005**
LO N Sports 4.84 5.74 -3.. 126 .002**
Imp_Arts 5.60 6.23 -2.527 .012**
Im pM useum s 6.05 6.42 -1.630 .104
Im pR oyal 5.42 5.43 -.015 .988
Im pHistory" 6.05 6.15 -.687 .497
Imp_Meetings 4.84 5.51 -2.047 .042**
ImpHubEurope 4.74 5.57 -2.499 .013**
Imp_Markets 4.90 5.37 -1.384 .168
ImpHisLandmarks 6.25 6.32 -.302 .763
Imp_GetAround 5.85 6.10 -.818 .414
Im pPubs 5.11 5.67 -1.767 .078
ImpM usicals" 5.70 6.34 -1.884 .074
Imp_AttF irstTime" 6.15 6.41 -1.263 .219
ImpM ulCultural 5.05 5.87 -2.480 .014**
Imp_HubUK" 5.21 5.72 -1.487 .152
Im pHisPersons 5.55 5.70 -.530 .597
Imp_Events 5.20 5.66 -1.450 .148
Im pH ubSEng 4.30 5.29 -2.829 .005**
ImpTours" 5.30 5.94 -1.593 .126
Im pShops" 5.40 6.27 -2.246 .036**
Imp_AttRevisit" 5.80 6.47 -1.912 .070
Im pSports 4.70 5.39 -2.137 .034**
Mood_Arousing 5.37 6.26 -3.669 .000**
MoodPIeasant# 4.90 5.99 -3.132 .005**
Mood_Exciting 4.80 6.05 -4.104 .000**
M oodRelaxing 4.00 4.70 -1.999 .047**
Overall 4.88 6.18 -6.624 .000**
ActSupDev" 3.79 6.04 -5.263 .000**
Act_MoreT 3.65 5.60 -5.628 .000**
Act_SupMoney 2.90 5.32 -6.653 .000**
Age 4.50 4.10 1.205 .229
Education 3.85 3.90 -.184 .854
Income 3.70 3.50 .342 .732
Residency in London 3.20 2.46 2.592 .010**
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Appendix 31 Test of Significance: Independent Samples t-test on Residents by Likelihood of Supporting
Tourism Developments and Policies
unequal variances" statistically significant differences** Strongly disagree to slightly agree* Agree to strongly agree*
Attributes
Low Level* 
Mean
High Level* 
Mean t-value
Sig.
(2-tailed)
LON_Arts" 6.23 6.57 -2.053 .043**
LONMuseums 6.49 6.60 -.892 .373
LON_Royal" 5.68 6.19 -2.537 .013**
LONHistory" 6.39 6.61 -1.581 .117
LONMeetings" 5.67 6.25 -3.381 .001**
LONHubEurope" 5.38 6.08 -3.568 .001**
LONMarkets 5.26 5.79 -3.028 .003**
LONHisLandmarks 6.32 6.60 -2.201 .029**
LONGetAround 5.07 5.78 -3.455 .001**
LON_Pubs" 5.67 6.15 -2.559 .012**
LONMusicals" 6.27 6.60 -2.170 .032
LONAttF irstTime" 5.72 6.47 -4.512 .000
LONMul Cultural" 6.28 6.75 -3.438 .001
LON_HubUK" 5.74 6.38 -3.905 .000
LONHisPersons 6.07 6.24 -1.171 .243
LONEvents" 5.40 6.04 -3.392 .001
LONHubSEng 5.56 6.03 -2.866 .005
LONTours" 5.24 6.09 -5.014 .000
LONShops" 6.18 6.59 -2.838 .006
LON_AttRevisit" 6.29 6.68 -2.570 .012
LONSports" 5.28 5.82 -2.947 .004
ImpArts 6.03 6.23 -1.296 .196
Imp_Museums 6.34 6.39 -.403 .687
ImpRoyal 5.29 5.45 -.745 .457
Imp_History 6.10 6.16 -.433 .665
ImpMeetings 5.04 5.61 -2.971 .003**
ImpHubEurope 5.08 5.67 -3.005 .003**
ImpMarkets 4.96 5.50 -2.673 .008**
Imp_HisLandmarks 6.14 6.39 -1.852 .065
ImpGetAround" 5.76 6.22 -2.406 .018**
Imp_Pubs 5.41 5.69 -1.512 .132
Imp_Musicals 6.11 6.34 -1.653 .100
Imp_AttFirstTime 6.23 6.46 -1.682 .094
Imp_MulCultural 5.63 5.90 -1.353 .177
Imp_HubUK 5.36 5.83 -2.589 .010**
Imp_HisPersons 5.45 5.77 -1.854 .065
Imp_Events 5.24 5.81 -3.070 .002**
ImpHubSEng 4.77 5.42 -3.116 .002**
Imp_Tours 5.49 6.06 -3.261 .001**
Imp_Shops 5.93 6.32 -2.608 .010**
ImpAttRevisit 6.32 6.49 -1.235 .218
Imp_Sports 4.79 5.58 -3.729 .000
MoodArousing 6.01 6.28 -1.943 .053
MoodPIeasant" 5.44 6.10 -3.809 .000**
MoodExciting" 5.54 6.12 -2.872 .005**
MoodRelaxing 4.20 4.86 -3.186 .002**
Overall" 5.75 6.22 -3.497 .001**
Act_Recommend 6.07 6.73 -3.874 .000**
Act_MoreT 3.96 6.10 -10.622 .000**
Act_SupMoney 3.87 5.65 -8.576 .000**
Age 4.25 4.08 .879 .380
Education" 3.94 3.86 .493 .623
Income 3.48 3.49 -.044 .965
Residency in London 2.75 2.45 1.700 .090
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Appendix 32 Test of Significance: Independent Samples t-test on Residents by Likelihood of Welcoming
More Tourists
unequal variances" statistically significant differences** Strongly disagree to slightly agree* Agree to strongly agree*
Attributes
Low Level* 
Mean
High Level* 
Mean t-value
Sig.
(2-tailed)
LON_Arts" 6.36 6.55 -1.374 .171
LONMuseums 6.50 6.62 -1.024 .307
LONRoyal 5.93 6.13 -1.141 .255
LONHistory" 6.43 6.61 -1.525 .129
LONMeetings 5.84 6.25 -2.842 .005**
LONHubEurope" 5.52 6.10 -3.403 .001**
LONMarkets 5.46 5.76 -1.883 .061
LONHisLandmarks" 6.40 6.60 -1.657 .099
LONGetAround 5.20 5.83 -3.352 .001**
LONPubs 5.84 6.11 -1.722 .086
LONMusicals" 6.40 6.58 -1.433 .154
LON AttF irstTime 6.02 6.42 -2.984 .003**
LONMulCultural" 6.47 6.72 -2.215 .028**
LON_HubUK 6.00 6.34 -2.498 .013**
LONHisPersons 6.14 6.20 -.505 .614
LONEvents" 5.59 6.02 -2.648 .009**
LONHubSEng 5.70 6.01 -1.962 .051
LON_Tours" 5.40 6.18 -5.191 .000**
LONShops" 6.28 6.61 -2.762 .006**
LONAttRevisit" 6.39 6.68 -2.259 .025**
LONSports 5.46 5.81 -2.270 .024**
Imp_Arts 6.12 6.22 -.710 .479
Imp_Museums 6.34 6.41 -.562 .575
ImpRoyal 5.28 5.48 -.934 .351
ImpHistory 6.13 6.15 -.199 .842
Imp_Meetings 5.08 5.73 -3.746 .000**
ImpHubEurope 5.09 5.78 -3.910 .000**
Imp_Markets 5.08 5.51 -2.303 .022**
Imp_HisLandmarks 6.22 6.38 -1.214 .226
Imp_GetAround" 5.76 6.31 -.666 .506
ImpPubs 5.54 5.65 -1.816 .071
ImpMusicals 6.15 6.37 -2.003 .046**
Imp_AttF irstTime 6.24 6.49 -3.021 .003**
ImpMulCultural" 5.48 6.03 -3.862 .000**
ImpHubUK 5.30 5.94 -1.048 .296
ImpHisPersons 5.58 5.75 -2.755 .006**
Imp_Events 5.34 5.82 -4.198 .000**
ImpHubSEng 4.74 5.54 -4.262 .000**
ImpTours" 5.46 6.18 -3.155 .002**
ImpShops 5.94 6.38 -2.373 .018**
Imp_AttRevisit 6.24 6.53 -4.724 .000**
ImpSports" 4.83 5.68 -.710 .479
Mood_Arousing 6.07 6.27 -1.481 .140
MoodPIeasant 5.59 6.12 -3.353 .001**
Mood_Exciting 5.73 6.11 -2.198 .029**
MoodRelaxing 4.15 5.01 -4.600 .000**
Overall 5.89 6.22 -3.024 .003**
ActRecommend" 6.30 6.70 -3.137 .002**
Act_ SupDev" 5.05 6.44 -9.091 .000**
ActSupMoney 4.12 5.83 -9.127 .000**
Age 4.03 4.19 -.855 .393
Education" 4.12 3.74 2.501 .013**
Income 3.91 3.22 2.172 .031**
Residency in London" 2.50 2.54 -.226 .821
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Appendix 33 Test of Significance: Independent Samples t-test on Residents by Likelihood of Supporting 
Public Funding for Tourism Marketing
unequal variances" statistically significant differences** Strongly disagree to slightly agree' Agree to strongly agree^
Attributes
Low Level* 
Mean
High LeveP 
Mean t-value
Sig.
(2-tailed)
L0N_Arts" 6.30 6.66 -2.897 .004**
LONMuseums" 6.46 6.69 -2.162 .032**
LON_RoyaI 5.91 6.20 -1.736 .084
LONHistory 6.44 6.64 -1.871 .063
LON_Meetings 5.89 6.29 -2.826 .005**
LONHubEurope" 5.60 6.15 -3.499 .001**
LONMarkets" 5.39 5.91 -3.403 .001**
LONHisLandmarks" 6.34 6.71 -3.415 .001**
LON_GetAround 5.30 5.87 -3.073 .002**
LONPubs 5.83 6.19 -2.350 .020**
LONMusicals" 6.33 6.70 -3.257 .001**
LONAttF irstTime 6.06 6.46 -3.017 .003**
LONMulCultural" 6.52 6.72 -1.896 .059
LON_HubUK 6.03 6.39 -2.639 .009**
LONHisPersons 6.13 6.23 -.792 .429
LONEvents" 5.59 6.12 -3.576 .000**
LONHubSEng 5.69 6.09 -2.683 .008**
LON_Tours" 5.59 6.15 -3.903 .000**
LONShops" 6.35 6.62 -2.474 .014**
LON_AttRevisit* 6.43 6.71 -2.546 .012**
LON_Sports" 5.45 5.91 -3.010 .003**
ImpArts 6.09 6.26 -1.259 .209
ImpMuseums 6.29 6.48 -1.522 .129
Imp_Royal 5.21 5.60 -1.928 .055
ImpHistory 6.09 6.20 -.792 .429
Imp_Meetings 5.33 5.59 -1.445 .150
ImpHubEurope 5.15 5.87 -4.182 .000**
Imp_Markets 5.13 5.55 -2.260 .025**
ImpHisLandmarks 6.18 6.46 -2.325 .021**
Imp_GetAround 5.88 6.31 -2.642 .009**
ImpPubs 5.49 5.74 -1.444 .150
Imp_Musicals 6.08 6.49 -3.377 .001**
ImpAttF irstTime 6.29 6.50 -1.722 .086
Imp_MulCultural 5.66 5.96 -1.634 .103
Imp_HubUK 5.49 5.88 -2.379 .018**
ImpHisPersons 5.50 5.88 -2.433 .016**
ImpEvents 5.48 5.77 -1.657 .099
Imp_HubSEng 4.86 5.58 -3.796 .000**
ImpTours" 5.63 6.16 -3.281 .001**
ImpShops 6.02 6.39 -2.774 .006**
ImpAttRevisit" 6.27 6.57 -2.527 .012**
ImpSports 4.97 5.72 -4.369 .000**
MoodArousing 5.98 6.41 -3.346 .001**
Mood_Pleasant" 5.62 6.21 -3.919 .000**
Mood_Exciting" 5.64 6.30 -4.009 .000**
Mood_Relaxing 4.23 5.12 -4.792 .000**
Overall 5.82 6.37 -5.370 .000**
Act_Recommend" 6.29 6.80 -4.805 .000**
Act_ SupDev" 5.31 6.49 -8.416 .000**
Act_MoreT" 3.82 6.56 -22.624 .000**
Age 3.95 4.32 -2.037 .043**
Education" 3.95 3.83 .799 .425
Income 3.81 3.17 2.050 .041
Residency in London 2.50 2.56 -.351 .726
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Appendix 34 Test of Significance: Analysis of Variance on Residents by Travel Frequency
unequal variances statistically significant differences*
Attributes dn df2
ANOVA
F sig. 0-5 trip(s)
Mean 
6-15 trips 15+ trips
LON_Arts" 2 245 4.155 .017** .03 6.19' 6.51 6.64'
LONM useums" 2 245 3.760 .025** .03 6.42" 6.49 6.76"
LO N R oyal 2 241 .995 .371 . 0 1 6.23 5.93 6.04
LO N H istory 2 245 .205 .814 . 0 0 6.60 6.54 6.51
LO N M eetings 2 244 .339 .712 . 0 0 6.09 6.17 6.03
LON_HubEurope 2 245 .181 .834 . 0 0 5.81 5.88 5.93
L O N M arkets 2 244 .740 .478 . 0 1 5.80 5.64 5.56
LONHisLandmarks 2 245 1.649 .194 . 0 1 6.54 6.39 6.62
LON GetAround 2 245 1.004 .368 . 0 1 5.79 5.51 5.48
LON_Pubs" 2 241 .669 .513 . 0 1 5.88 6 . 1 0 6.05
LONM usicals" 2 244 3.868 .022** .03 6.35" 6.43 6.71"
LON_AttFirstTime 2 244 .557 .574 . 0 0 6.15 6.24 6.33
LON MulCultural" 2 245 1.831 .162 . 0 1 6.49 6.59 6.73
LON_HubUK 2 243 .654 .521 . 0 1 6.08 6.25 6.26
LONHisPersons 2 243 .536 .586 . 0 0 6.30 6 . 1 2 6.18
LONEvents" 2 242 .507 .603 . 0 0 5.89 5.75 5.92
LO N H ubSEng 2 242 .332 .718 . 0 0 5.97 5.93 5.82
L O N Tours 2 241 3.091 .047** .03 6 . 1 0 ' 5.91 5.66'
L O N Shops 2 245 .954 .386 , . 0 1 6.45 6.40 6.57
LON_AttRevisit 2 244 :649 .523 . 0 1 6.47 6.64 6.57
L O N Sports 2 243 .081 .923 . 0 0 5.63 5.71 5.68
Imp_Arts 2 245 .698 .499 . 0 1 6 . 1 2 6 . 1 2 6.29
Im pM useum s 2 245 1.072 .344 . 0 1 6.45 6.27 6.46
Im pRoyal" 2 2z43 3.569 .030** .03 5.86" 5.28 5.27"
Im pH istory 2 245 4.544 .0 1 2 ** .04 6.46' 6.08 5.99'
Im pM eetings 2 243 3.086 .047** . 0 2 5.79® 5.47 5.25®
Im pH ubEurope 2 244 1.969 .142 . 0 2 5.73 5.57 5.31
Im pM arkets 2 245 6.152 .0 0 2 ** .05 5.81" 5.36 5.01"
Imp_HisLandmarks 2 245 .987 .374 . 0 1 6.37 6.19 6.38
Im pG etA round 2 245 1.391 .251 . 0 1 6.30 5.95 6.05
Imp_Pubs 2 242 .544 .581 . 0 0 5.49 5.63 5.71
Imp_Musicals 2 244 .607 .546 . 0 0 6.33 6.19 6.34
ImpAttFirstTime 2 243 1 . 6 6 6 .191 . 0 1 6.48 6.23 6.46
Imp MulCultural" 2 245 3.046 .049** . 0 2 6.13' 5.80 5.58'
Imp_HubUK" 2 244 6.250 .0 0 2 ** .05 6.08" 5.76 5.37"
Imp_HisPersons" 2 245 5.721 .004** .04 6.09" 5.67 5.44"
Imp_Events" 2 243 2.784 .064 . 0 2 5.96 5.50 5.51
Imp_HubSEng 2 243 8.108 .0 0 0 ** .06 5.71' 5.32' 4.79'
Im pTours 2 242 2.588 .077 . 0 2 6.14 5.95 5.68
Im pShops 2 245 2.655 .072 . 0 2 6.40 6 . 0 0 6.22
Imp_AttRevisit 2 245 .050 .951 . 0 0 6.45 6.40 6.42
Im pSports 2 242 1.987 .139 . 0 2 5.55 5.42 5.13
M oodA rousing 2 242 .825 .440 . 0 1 6.09 6.30 6.16
Mood_Pleasanf 2 244 .333 .717 . 0 0 5.96 5.94 5.81
M oodExciting 2 242 .304 .738 . 0 0 5.91 6.04 5.89
M oodR elaxing 2 240 3.202 .042** .03 5.00” 4.65 4.39”
Overall" 2 239 .109 .896 . 0 0 6.05 6 . 1 1 6.09
Act_Recommend" 2 243 2.547 .080 . 0 2 6.34 6.54 6.67
A ctSupD ev 2 239 .927 .397 . 0 1 5.70 5.88 5.98
Act_MoreT 2 242 1.935 .147 . 0 2 5.69 5.52 5.21
Act SupMoney 2 242 1.017 .363 . 0 1 5.36 5.08 4.98
Remarks: Significant differences 
a L0N_Arts
0-5 trip(s) & 15+ trips .013** 
d LO N Tours
0-5 trip(s) & 15+ trips .040**
g Imp Meetings
0-5 trip(s) & 15+ trips .036**
j Imp_HubUK
0-5 trip(s) & 15+ trips .002**
m Mood_Relaxing
0-5 trip(s) & 15+ trips .032*^
b LON Museums
0-5 trip(s) & 15+ trips .033**
e Imp_Royal
0-5 trip(s) & 15+ trips .040**
h Im pM arkets
0-5 trip(s) & 15+ trips .002**
k Im pH isPersons
0-5 trip(s) & 15+ trips .002**
c LO N M usicals
0-5 trip(s) & 15+ trips .030**
fImp_History
0-5 trip(s) & 15+trips .010**
i Im pM ulCultural
0-5 trip(s) & 15+ trips .038**
1 Im pH ubSEng
0-5 trip(s) & 15+ trips .000**
6-15 trip(s) & 15+ trips .0 0 2 **
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Appendix 35 Test of Signifieance: Analysis of Variance on Residents by Duration of Residency
Attributes dn df2
ANOVA
F sig.
10 years or 
below
Mean
1 1 -2 0  2 1 -3 0  
years years
30 years or 
above
LO N A rts 3 246 .246 .864 . 0 0 6.52 6.52 6.36 6.46
LON Museums 3 246 :586 .625 . 0 1 6.67 6.57 6.44 6.55
LON_Royal" 3 242 1.357 .256 . 0 2 6.03 6.26 5.69 6.07
LONHistory" 3 246 2 . 1 0 0 . 1 0 1 . 0 2 6.43 6.61 6.33 6.68
LONM eetings" 3 245 1.577 .196 . 0 2 6.17 6.26 5.77 6.04
LONHubEurope" 3 246 .747 .525 . 0 1 5.95 6 . 0 2 5.67 5.79
LO N M arkets 3 245 2.Ô89 . 1 0 2 . 0 2 5.86 5.80 5.36 5.49
LONHisLandmarks 3 246 .783 .504 . 0 1 6.55 6.37 6.50 6.60
LON GetAround 3 246 2.507 .060 .03 5.81 5.83 5.28 5.33
LON_Pubs" 3 242 2.982 .032** .04 6.23 6.23 5.75 5.78
LONM usicals" 3 245 .081 .970 . 0 0 6.54 6.48 6.56 6.49
LON_AttFirstTime 3 245 2:472 .062 .03 6.45' 6.30 6.31 6.01'
LON MulCultural" 3 246 3.448 .017** .04 6.76" 6.80" 6.53 6.42"
LON_HubUK" 3 244 .414 .743 . 0 1 6.24 6 . 2 1 6.03 6.26
LONHisPersons 3 244 1.356 .257 . 0 2 6.03 6.26 6.06 6.32
LON_Events" 3 243 .549 .649 . 0 1 5.99 5.83 5.69 5.82
LO N H ubSEng 3 243 .785 .503 . 0 1 5.82 6 . 0 0 5.67 5.98
LO N Tours 3 242 .278 .841 . 0 0 5.96 5.78 5.83 5.85
LONShops" 3 246 1.885 .133 . 0 2 6.60 6.61 6.39 6.33
LONAttRevisit" 3 245 2.076 .104 . 0 2 6.70 6.65 6.28 6.52
L O N Sports 3 244 1.505 .214 . 0 2 5.72 5.37 5.72 5.81
Im p A rt 3 246 .322 .810 . 0 0 6.19 6 . 2 0 6.03 6.24
ImpM useums" 3 246 .971 .407 . 0 1 6.47 6.33 6.17 6.45
Im pR oyal 3 244 .860 .463 . 0 1 5.17 5.46 5.44 5.57
Im pH istory 3 246 1.584 .194 . 0 2 6 . 0 1 6.19 5.97 6.32
ImpM eetings" 3 244 2.224 .086 .03 5.35 5.67 5.03 5.63
Imp_HubEurope" 3 245 .748 .524 . 0 1 5.37 5.72 5.39 5.54
Im pM arkets 3 246 1.690 .170 . 0 2 5.29 5.72 5.11 5.25
Imp_HisLandmarks" 3 246 .403 .751 . 0 0 6.39 6.26 6.19 6.34
ImpGetAround" 3 246 2.443 .065 .03 6.28 6.33 5.92 5.85
Im pPuhs" 3 243 .261 .853 . 0 0 5.70 5.65 5.47 5.59
Imp_Musicals 3 245 .729 .535 . 0 1 6.15 6.37 6.33 6.32
Imp_AttF irstTime 3 244 2.163 .093 .03 6.49 6.57 6.37 6.19
Imp MulCultural" 3 246 2.346 .073 .03 5.71 6.19 5.42 5.82
Imp_HubUK" 3 245 5.680 .0 0 1 ** .07 5.43" 6.17" 5.20" 5.82
ImpHisPersons" 3 246 2.142 .096 .03 5.45 5.59 5.75 5.93
Imp_Events 3 244 .665 .575 . 0 1 5.80 5.63 5.46 5.56
ImpHuhSEng" 3 244 4.591 .004** .05 4.84 5.52 4.76 5.52
ImpTours" 3 243 1.013 .388 . 0 1 5.88 6.13 5.91 5.74
Im pShops 3 246 .685 .562 . 0 1 6.24 6.35 6 . 1 1 6 . 1 1
Imp_AttRevisit 3 246 1.113 .344 . 0 1 6.53 6.52 6.31 6.31
Im pSports 3 243 1.452 .228 . 0 2 5.15 5.64 5.46 5.29
M oodArousing" 3 243 4.078 .008** .05 6.47' 6 . 0 2 5.81' 6 . 2 0
M oodPIeasant 3 245 .597 .618 . 0 1 5.81 5.93 5.72 6 . 0 1
M oodExciting 3 243 .344 .794 . 0 0 5.83 5.98 5.85 6 . 0 2
M oodRelaxing 3 241 7.116 .0 0 0 ** .08 4.00" 4.83" 4.94" 4.98"
Overall 3 240 .149 .930 . 0 0 6.05 6.13 6.03 6 . 1 0
Act_Recommend" 3 244 2.865 .037** .03 6:68 6.70 6.50 6.32
Act_SupDev" 3 240 3.850 .0 1 0 ** .05 5.99 6.23' 5.94 5.52'
Act_MoreT 3 243 1.256 .290 . 0 2 5.27 5.68 5.75 5.35
Act SupMoney 3 243 .152 .928 . 0 0 5.07 5.23 5.19 5.06
Remarks: Significant differences 
a LON_AttFirstTime
10 years or below & 31 years or above .042** 
d MoodArousing
10 years below & 21 -  30 years .008**
b LON MulCultural
10 years or below & 31 years or above .044** 
1 1 -2 0  years & 31 years or above .042**
e Mood_Relaxing
1 0  years below & 11  -  2 0  years .0 1 0 **
10 years below & 21 -  30 years .009**
10 years or below & 31 years or above .000**
c Imp HubUK
10 years below & 11 - 2 0  years .007** 
1 1 -20  years & 21 -  30 years .003**
f  A ctSupD ev
1 1 -2 0  years & 31 years or above .008**
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Appendix 36 Test of Significance: Independent Samples t-test on Tourists and Residents
unequal variances* statistically significant differences**
Attributes
Tourist
Mean
Resident
Mean t-value
Sig.
(2-tailed)
LONArts 6.31 6.48 -1.961 .050**
LONMuseums" 6.34 6.58 -3.042 .002**
LONRoyal 6.08 6.04 .324 .746
LON_History 6.43 6.54 -1.432 .153
LON_Meetings" 5.44 6.09 -5.989 .000**
LON_HubEurope" 5.44 5.87 -3.504 .001**
LONMarkets 5.56 5.65 -.819 .413
LON_HisLandmarks" 6.30 6.52 -2.651 .008**
LONGetAround" 5.93 5.58 2.884 .004**
LONPubs 5.87 6.01 -1..364 .173
LONMusicals 6.29 6.51 -2.769 .006**
LON_AttF irstTime 6.33 6.25 .849 .396
LONMul Cultural" 6.43 6.62 -2.578 .010**
LON_HubUK 6.14 6.21 -.733 .464
LONHisPersons 6.10 6.18 -.942 .347
LON_Events 5.74 5.85 -1.129 .260
LONHubSEng 5.85 5.89 -.328 .743
LONTours 5.83 5.86 -.293 .769
LONShops 6.31 6.48 -2.242 .025**
LONAttRevisit 6.47 6.57 -1.155 .249
LONSports 5.50 5.67 -1.590 .112
Imp_Arts" 5.81 6.18 -3.493 .001**
ImpMuseums 6.04 6.39 -3.576 .000**
ImpRoyal" 4.67 5.41 -4.986 .000**
ImpHistory 6.13 6.15 -.173 .862
Imp_Meetings" 4.82 5.47 -4.821 .000**
ImpHubEurope" 4.91 5.51 -4.232 .000**
Imp_Markets 5.40 5.34 All .633
ImpHisLandmarks 6.07 6.32 -2.765 .006**
Imp_GetAround 6.12 6.09 .284 .776
Imp_Pubs 5.61 5.62 -.049 .961
Imp_Musicals" 5.94 6.28 -3.660 .000**
Imp_AttF irstTime" 6.20 6.39 -1.995 .047**
ImpMulCultural 5.66 5.81 -1.184 .237
Imp_HubUK" 5.39 5.69 -2.329 .020**
ImpHisPersons 5.41 5.69 -2.401 .017**
Imp_Events 5.48 5.63 -1.367 .172
ImpHubSEng 5.09 5.21 -.856 .393
Imp_Tours" 5.51 5.89 -3.091 .002**
ImpShops" 5.80 6.20 -3.842 .000**
ImpAttRevisit 6.39 6.42 -.360 .719
ImpSports" 4.79 5.34 -4.004 .000**
MoodArousing 6.02 6.19 -1.738 .083
MoodPIeasant 6.08 5.89 1.811 .071
MoodExciting 5.92 5.93 -.055 .956
Mood_Relaxing 4.69 4.64 .357 .721
Overall 6.16 6.08 1.013 .311
ActRecommend 1.90 1.92 -.703 .482
Overseas" 1.75 2.13 -5.598 .000**
Age" 1.80 2.29 -7.201 .000**
Education" 3.94 3.72 1.783 .075
Income 1.93 2.00 -.808 .420
3 4 1
Appendix 37 Test of Significance: Summary of Independent Samples t-test on Tourists and Residents
Residents and 
Toiirisl.s
(lender
Female
High 
recommending 
London (=7)
Frequency of 
inlemalional travel 
in the past 5 years Education
Univ ersity degree 
or postgraduate
Income
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L O N  A r t s R>T R>T
L O N  M u s e u m s R>T R>T R>T R>T R>T R>T R>T R>T R>T R>T R>T
L O N  R o y a l T>R
L O N H i s t o r y R>T
L O N  M e e t i n g s R>T R>T R>T R>T R>T R>T R>T R>T R>T R>T R>T R>T R>T R>T R>T R>T R>T R>T R>T R>T R>T R>T R>T
L O N  H u b E u r o p e R>T R>T R>T R>T R>T R>T R>T R>T R>T R>T R>T R>T R>T R>T R>T R>T R>T
L O N  M a r k e t s R>T
L O N  H i s L a n d m a r k s R>T R>T R>T R>T R>T R>T R>T R>T R>T R>T R>T R>T
L O N  G e t A r o u n d T>R T>R T>R T>R T>R T>R T>R T>R T>R T>R T>R T>R
L O N  P u b s R>T R>T R>T
L O N  M u s i c a l s R>T R>T R>T R>T R>T R>T R>T R>T R>T R>T R>T
L O N  A t t P i r s t T i m e
L O N  M u l C u l t u r a l R>T R>T R>T R>T R>T R>T R>T R>T R>T
L O N  H u b U K
L O N  H i s P e r s o n s
L O N  E v e n t s
L O N _ H u b S E n g
L O N  T o u r s R>T
L O N  S h o p s R>T R>T R>T R>T R>T R>T
L O N  A t t R e v i s i t R>T
L O N  S p o r t s R>'[ R>T
S t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i m i l a r 12 15 17 17 12 13 14 19 19 13 20 13
S t a t i s t i c a l l y  d i f f e r 3 4 2 6 2 4 4 2 1 9 8 7 2 3 2 1 4 8 6
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